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Foreword

During the first half of 1994, America moved forward to enhance security at home and
abroad—creating opportunity, shrinking bureaucracy, and giving our people the means to real-
ize the American Dream. By June 1994, our Administration’s economic plan had helped cre-
ate close to 4 million new jobs. Fifteen million working families with children and countless
small businesses enjoyed a tax cut.

In our efforts to keep our country strong and secure, our government became a better part-
ner with the American people. During a time of great change, our Administration invested
in education and training to help all Americans earn the tools they need to compete and win
in the global economy. I signed “Goals 2000 into law, setting world-class standards for our
schools and giving local communities the flexibility to achieve excellence. I signed the “School-
to-Work Opportunities Act,” bringing teachers and businesses together to help non-college
bound students move directly from school to work. Across the country, AmeriCorps members
earned money for college while serving our country—tutoring young people, cleaning up
neighborhoods, and making communities safer for all of us. Thanks to our reforms of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency, we were able to come to the aid of families from north-
ern California to southern Florida.

Security at home requires even more of us. To help restore safety in our homes and neigh-
borhoods, we fought for passage in Congress of a tough, smart crime bill, that included provi-
sions for putting 100,000 new police officers on our streets. At our urging, the House of Rep-
resentatives passed a ban on 19 deadly assault weapons. In an effort central to the strength
of our families, our economy, and our future, Americans took up the challenge of health care
reform. Together, we engaged in an important debate in Congress and across the country and
worked toward bringing health care security to every American.

We worked to keep America strong abroad, as well. As it has been for half a century, our
Nation remained the world’s greatest force for freedom and democracy. Commemorating the
50th anniversary of the D-Day invasion at Normandy, I had the privilege to join with our
allies in remembering a generation who helped preserve the blessings of liberty for us all.
This year, Americans and people around the world realized anew the rewards of our leader-
ship. We opened markets from Latin America to Asia to American goods. We supported
democracy in Russia, which I visited, and in South Africa, where Vice President Al Gore and
the First Lady witnessed the triumph of free and fair elections. And we advanced the cause
of peace around the globe.

This volume reflects America’s ongoing commitment to rewarding those who work and
study and dream of building a better life. Our citizens can take great pride in their progress.
Their accomplishments assure us that America’s best days are still to come.






Preface

This book contains the papers and speeches of the 42d President of the United States that
were issued by the Office of the Press Secretary during the period January 1-July 31, 1994.
The material has been compiled and published by the Office of the Federal Register, National
Archives and Records Administration.

The material is presented in chronological order, and the dates shown in the headings are
the dates of the documents or events. In instances when the release date differs from the
date of the document itself, that fact is shown in the textnote. Every effort has been made
to ensure accuracy: Remarks are checked against a tape recording, and signed documents are
checked against the original. Textnotes and cross references have been provided by the editors
for purposes of identification or clarity. Speeches were delivered in Washington, DC, unless
indicated. The times noted are local times. All materials that are printed full-text in the book
have been indexed in the subject and name indexes, and listed in the document categories
list.

The Public Papers of the Presidents series was begun in 1957 in response to a rec-
ommendation of the National Historical Publications Commission. An extensive compilation
of messages and papers of the Presidents covering the period 1789 to 1897 was assembled
by James D. Richardson and published under congressional authority between 1896 and 1899.
Since then, various private compilations have been issued, but there was no uniform publica-
tion comparable to the Congressional Record or the United States Supreme Court Reports.
Many Presidential papers could be found only in the form of mimeographed White House
releases or as reported in the press. The Commission therefore recommended the establish-
ment of an official series in which Presidential writings, addresses, and remarks of a public
nature could be made available.

The Commission’s recommendation was incorporated in regulations of the Administrative
Commiittee of the Federal Register, issued under section 6 of the Federal Register Act (44
U.S.C. 1506), which may be found in title 1, part 10, of the Code of Federal Regulations.

A companion publication to the Public Papers series, the Weekly Compilation of Presi-
dential Documents, was begun in 1965 to provide a broader range of Presidential materials
on a more timely basis to meet the needs of the contemporary reader. Beginning with the
administration of Jimmy Carter, the Public Papers series expanded its coverage to include ad-
ditional material as printed in the Weekly Compilation. That coverage provides a listing of
the President’s daily schedule and meetings, when announced, and other items of general in-
terest issued by the Office of the Press Secretary. Also included are lists of the President’s
nominations submitted to the Senate, materials released by the Office of the Press Secretary
that are not printed full-text in the book, and proclamations, Executive orders, and other Pres-
idential documents released by the Office of the Press Secretary and published in the Federal
Register. This information appears in the appendixes at the end of the book.

Volumes covering the administrations of Presidents Hoover, Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy,
Johnson, Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, and Bush are also available.



The Public Papers of the Presidents publication program is under the direction of Frances
D. McDonald, Director of the Presidential Documents and Legislative Division. The series
is produced by the Presidential Documents Unit, Gwen H. Estep, Chief. The Chief Editor
of this book was Karen Howard Ashlin, assisted by Margaret A. Hemmig, Carolyn W. Hill,
Rachel Rondell, Cheryl E. Sirofchuck, and Michael J. Sullivan.

The frontispiece and photographs used in the portfolio were supplied by the White House
Photo Office. The typography and design of the book were developed by the Government
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The President’s Radio Address
January 1, 1994

Good morning, and happy New Year. I hope
youre enjoying this day with your family and
your friends. I hope you feel that you have
a lot to be thankful for on New Year’s Day.
I know that I certainly do.

I am grateful that our economy is coming
back to life, that optimism and direction are
back. The deficit is down. Interest rates and
inflation are down. Investments and consumer
confidence are up. We have more trade oppor-
tunities with NAFTA and with the GATT world
trade agreement. Millions of you have refi-
nanced your homes and businesses. The private
sector has created about a million and a half
new jobs in just 10 months, more than were
created in the previous 4 years.

But our Nation is about more than economics.
It’s also about our sense of community, the obli-
gations we have to each other. For too long
we've been coming apart instead of coming to-
gether. In 1993, we began to reverse that, and
I'm grateful.

We established the national service program
to allow our young people to serve their commu-
nities and earn money for their college edu-
cations. We reorganized the student loan pro-
gram so that all students can now afford to
borrow money from this program because they
can repay on lower interest rates and based on
the incomes they earn, not just the money they
borrow. We made democracy more of a reality
for millions of people with the motor voter bill,
which makes it easier to register to vote. We
wrote our best family values into law with the
family leave law, which says to parents, if you
have a newborn child or an ill parent, you can
be with them, you can take a little time off
from work without losing your jobs. We also
strengthened our families when we gave tax re-
lief to 15 million working families on modest
wages with children so that they can stay off
welfare, stay at work, and still succeed as par-
ents. And after 7 years of gridlock, Washington
finally woke to the growing fear of violence on

our streets when Congress passed and I signed
the Brady bill.

All over America, beyond Washington, people
are beginning to take more responsibility for
themselves, for their children, for their commu-
nities, working to save jobs, improve schools,
and make our streets safer. In 1994, we must
resolve to do even more, to help the middle
class with more jobs and with income growth,
to help the poor who are trapped in whole
neighborhoods where there’s no work, few stable
families, and where violence is the norm. There
is still a great deal to do.

So in 1994, let us resolve to improve the
health security, the personal security, and the
job security of the American people who work
hard and play by the rules. With all the changes
sweeping our Nation and the world, let us re-
solve to make these changes our friends and
not our enemies.

In 1994, we must work to keep the economic
recovery going. We must pass comprehensive
health care reform that provides benefits that
can never be taken away. We must put more
police on the street and take more assault weap-
ons off the street. We must adopt world-class
standards for our schools and provide lifetime
training for our workers.

Millions of Americans, even those with good
health insurance, must live in fear of losing their
health coverage. Another 2 million Americans
lost their insurance in 1993. Our health care
reform plan is a guaranteed system of private
insurance that will cover every American. We'll
maintain the health care system in private hands,
improve the quality of health care, increase the
choices you have as a consumer, and protect
the doctor-patient relationship. And all the
while, if we do it in the way we've rec-
ommended, we will reduce mountains of paper-
work and billions of dollars of unnecessary costs
in the present system. Health reform is a good
deal for our families and our future, and it
should pass in 1994.
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I also want Congress to pass the crime bill
without delay. Our proposal will put 100,000
more police officers on the street, expand boot
camps for young offenders, get handguns out
of the hands of minors, ban assault weapons,
and have stiffer sentences for violent repeat of-
fenders.

This year, I'm also determined to start cre-
ating a world-class system of lifetime education
and training, especially for those who lose their
jobs. This means setting high standards first for
our public schools and challenging every State
to meet them—world-class standards. It means
new investments, from Head Start for pre-
schoolers to job training for young people to
retraining for experienced workers. Better
schools and better skills are the best way to
promote competitiveness for our economy and
equal opportunity for every American.

And we must continue to work to make wel-
fare a second chance, not a way of life. Our
welfare reform proposal will embrace two simple
values: work and responsibility. Those who can
work should do so. And both parents must take
responsibility for their children, because govern-
ments don’t raise children, parents do.

In 1993, I met a lot of Americans who made
a vivid impression on me and whose impression
caused me to redouble my determination to face
the problems which our country has too long
ignored. I met a young man in California who
changed schools to go to a safer school but
whose brother was shot standing in front of him
in the safer school as they tried to register.
I met a widow in Detroit who supports herself
and her children, enrolled in a training program
to become a machinist, to prove again that most
Americans want to work and don’t want to be
on welfare. I met a businessman in Florida who
poured his heart into his small furniture store,
only to be told by his insurance company that
he had to drop coverage of his own parents

whose age made them a high risk. All these
folks strengthened my commitment to work for
better education and better job training, uni-
versal health coverage that can never be taken
away, safer streets, and a stronger America.

The stories of real people inspire the struggles
and the efforts that drive my administration.
We've got to keep working to rebuild the Amer-
ican economy, to revive middle class life and
middle class values in America, and to restore
our sense of community. We have to recognize
that all these problems are interrelated. You
can’t just solve one without the other. We have
to remember that these problems developed
over a long period of time; they can’t be solved
overnight. We have to remember that Govern-
ment can’t do everything alone, everyone must
play his or her part. But we must remember,
too, that we can make a difference and we can
do better.

In that spirit, let us all make New Year’s
resolutions today. Let’s resolve among other
things that in 1994 every American will have
health care that’s always there and can never
be taken away, that in 1994 we will take back
our streets and make them safer for our chil-
dren, that in 1994 we will improve our schools
and hold ourselves to world-class standards of
excellence and that we will give our workers
throughout their lifetimes the skills they need
to compete and win in a tough global economy,
that in 1994 we will continue to work to favor
work over welfare, and that we will continue
to rebuild our economy and, with it, the Amer-
ican dream.

If we'll stay together and work together, we
can do these things. Have a happy and healthy
New Year’s. And thanks for listening.

NoOTE: The address was recorded at 3:15 p.m. on
December 31, 1993, in Hilton Head, SC, for
broadcast at 10:06 a.m. on January 1, 1994.

Remarks on Health Care Reform and an Exchange With Reporters

January 3, 1994

The President. Ladies and gentlemen, wel-
come to this first meeting of 1994 for our ad-
ministration, a meeting devoted to charting our
course this year on health care. We all look

back now in American history at—remember
1935 is the year that the American people
adopted Social Security; 1965 is the year the
American people adopted Medicare. I believe



that 1994 will go down in history as the year
when, after decades and decades of false starts
and lame excuses and being overcome by special
interests, the American people finally, finally had
health care security for all.

This will be a year when we attempt to fix
what’s broken with our health care system, keep
what’s right, to emphasize the program that we
outlined of guaranteed private insurance for
every American, comprehensive benefits that
can never be taken away, and a system that
gives people who presently don’t have insurance
and small businesses greater power to choose
affordable quality health insurance.

In the days and weeks ahead, I will be asking
the American people and the Congress to go
beyond rhetoric to fact and to ask and answer
some simple questions: Of all the available alter-
natives, which ones guarantee health security to
all Americans? Of all the available alternatives,
which ones carry the greatest promise of reduc-
ing bureaucracy, paperwork, and absolutely
wasted billions of dollars? Of all the available
alternatives, which ones guarantee more choices
of health care, not only to the patients who
really matter but also to the doctors and the
health care providers? Of all the available alter-
natives, which ones guarantee the least second-
guessing of the doctor-patient relationship? If
we can have these simple questions asked and
answered, I believe that, together, we can solve
this great riddle which has bedeviled our coun-
try for too many years now, strengthen our
economy, and restore a great sense of security
to the American people.

We will do this in connection with our efforts
to also dramatically alter the education and job
training systems of the country to provide great-
er economic security and our efforts to pass
a comprehensive crime bill to provide greater
personal and family and community security.

I am looking very much forward to this year.
I want to thank the First Lady and Secretary
Shalala and Ira Magaziner for the work they
have done on health care. I want to welcome
Pat Griffin and Harold Ickes to our team. I'm
glad that George Stephanopoulos will be taking
a more active role in working on the health
care debate in Congress.

Let me just say one last thing in closing.
I suppose every Christmas and New Year’s gives
us the opportunity to reflect on the time we've
just spent and the time that lies ahead. But
I think it is so easy for us to forget here that
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what we do affects the lives of real people and
that what is at stake here is not some great
looming political battle. What is at stake here
is the actual living conditions of the American
people, whether families who work hard and
do their very best to do what they’re supposed
to do are going to be able to know that their
children will always have health care, whether
we are going to be able to maintain a health
care system and still have the money that we
need to invest in a growing and highly competi-
tive global economy so that America will be
strong. And if we can keep that in mind, if
we can move beyond the rhetoric and the smoke
and the process to keep in mind every day that
real people’s interests are at stake here and that
America must not go into the 21st century with-
out health security for all, without a dramatically
improved system of education and training,
without a new commitment to the security of
our families and our children, I think we’re
going to be in good shape.

And lastly, let me say I very, very much hope
that this will be a bipartisan effort, that Demo-
crats and Republicans will be working together
and that we will resolve in the new year not
to further a partisan interest but to further the
interest of the people who sent us all here.

Thank you very much.

Health Care Reform

Q. Mr. President, how much are you willing
to compromise on this plan itself, in view of
the strong opposition in many quarters and, of
course, on the Hill?

The President. Well, T think, first of all, we
are going to see a fleshing out of all the alter-
natives, something that hasn’t happened yet. The
burden has been borne almost entirely by our
plan, which is something I was willing to do.
But now we need to look at the cost of the
status quo and the cost and the consequences
of the other plans and do what is best.

I have said all along what my bottom line
is, that we have to have comprehensive benefits
that can never be taken away, that we cannot
go on being the only country in the world with
an advanced economy that cannot figure out
how to guarantee health care security to all our
people. Now, that leaves a whole lot of room
for working out the details. We should empha-
size preventive and primary care, we ought to
emphasize efficiencies, we ought to reduce the
bureaucracy, and we ought to do it in a way
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that will lower the rate in which these costs
have been going up. But the main thing we
have to do is to finally solve the riddle of pro-
viding health care security to all Americans.

Whitewater Development Corp.

Q. Mr. President, do you support the idea
of naming a special prosecutor to investigate
the Whitewater affair?

The President. T have nothing to say about
that. I've said we’d turn the records over. There
is nothing else for me to say about that.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 11:15 a.m. in the
Roosevelt Room at the White House.

Letter to Congressional Leaders Transmitting a Report on

Loan Guarantees to Israel
January 3, 1994

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:)
Enclosed is an unclassified report on the Loan
Guarantees to Israel Program as required by
section 226(k) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended (Public Law 87-195).
I hope this report will be useful to you.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM |. CLINTON
NoOTE: Identical letters were sent to Thomas S.

Foley, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Albert Gore, Jr., President of the Senate.

Remarks to Central Intelligence Agency Employees in Langley, Virginia

January 4, 1994

Thank you very much, Mr. Woolsey. Tony
Lake and I are glad to be here—and always
seemed to me I ought to visit the CIA on a
snowy day. [Laughter] Thank you for that warm
welcome.

I wanted to come here today for two reasons,
first, to meet you and to thank you, those of
you who work for the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy who devote your lives and your skills to the
service of our country. The second thing I want-
ed to do is to commemorate those who have
given their lives in the service of the country
through the Central Intelligence Agency.

Intelligence is a unique mission. Nobody
knows that better than those of us who have
the honor to serve in the Oval Office. When
President Truman autographed the photo of
himself that hangs in this building, he wrote,
“To the CIA, a necessity to the President of
the United States from one who knows.” Every
morning the President begins the day asking,
“What happened overnight? What do we know?
How do we know it?” Like my predecessors,

I have to look to the intelligence community
for the answers to those questions. I look to
you to warn me and, through me, our Nation
of the threats, to spotlight the important trends
in the world, to describe dynamics that could
affect our interests around the world.

Those activities are particularly important
now. The end of the cold war increases our
security in many ways. You helped to win that
cold war, and it is fitting that a piece of the
Berlin Wall stands here on these grounds. But
even now, this new world remains dangerous
and, in many ways, more complex and more
difficult to fathom. We need to understand more
than we do about the challenges of ethnic con-
flict, militant nationalism, terrorism, and the
proliferation of all kinds of weapons. Accurate,
reliable intelligence is the key to understanding
each of these challenges. And without it, it is
difficult to make good decisions in a crisis or
in the long-term.

I know that working in the intelligence com-
munity places special demands on each and
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every one of you. It means you can’t talk freely
about much of your work with your family and
your friends. For some, it means spending a
lot of time far away from home. For others,
it’s meant serving in situations of significant per-
sonal danger. While much of your work is sen-
sitive and cannot be discussed publicly, I know
what you do. I value it, and I respect you for
doing it. And I wanted to come here to say
thank you.

The 56 stars carved into the wall here in
this lobby remind each who passes by this place
of the ultimate risks of intelligence work. Each
star memorializes a vibrant life given in the serv-
ice of our Nation. Each star reminds us of free-
dom’s high price and how the high share some
must bear that all the rest of us must respect.
My heart goes out to the families and to the
friends of each of those whose sacrifices are
represented here.

Two of the stars added just this year com-
memorate two devoted agency professionals who
were slain last January entering this compound,
Dr. Lansing Bennett and Frank Darling. All of
us were shocked and saddened when they were

killed and others were seriously injured. The
First Lady represented me here at the memorial
service, but I want to say again personally how
much I admire the service that they gave, the
sorrow and anger we all felt and continue to
feel about this outrageous act.

The CIA was established over 45 years ago
to help confront the challenges to democracy.
These stars remind us that the battle lines of
freedom need not be thousands of miles away,
but can be right here in the midst of our com-
munities with our families and friends. Jim
Woolsey and I know that all of you here today
are called to a very special kind of public serv-
ice.

I celebrate your commitment. I appreciate
your contributions. As President, I will do my
best to learn from you, to help you to do your
work, and to stand by you. And on behalf of
the American people, let me say again, I thank
you.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 10:12 a.m. in the
lobby of the Central Intelligence Agency.

Exchange With Reporters Prior to Discussions With Prime Minister

Ruud Lubbers of The Netherlands
January 4, 1994

The President. It's a great honor for me to
welcome Prime Minister Lubbers here today.
As I'm sure all of you know, he is one of the
senior statesmen in Europe, and he has been
a great ally of the United States. We've worked
together very closely on issues of international
security, issues of European security, trade, and
economic issues. His nation is one of our larger
trading partners, has had a very constructive atti-
tude about that, and of course, I think, the
third biggest investor in the United States. So,
our relationship with The Netherlands is very,
very important. And I'm glad to have him here
today, and I look forward to the visit we're
about to start.

Eastern Europe and NATO

Q. Mr. President, why do you seem to be
having trouble generating enthusiasm for the

Partnership For Peace among Eastern European
nations?

The President. As you remember, when they
all came here, all the leaders of the Eastern
European countries came here for the dedica-
tion of the Holocaust Museum, they were look-
ing for ways to become more identified eco-
nomically and militarily or at least in terms of
security issues with the West, and NATO
seemed to be an easy way or a clear way to
do it. But we're not closing the door on that.
What we're trying to do is to open the door
to a developing relationship and to do it in a
way that is consistent with what all the Euro-
pean nations have indicated they were willing
to do at this time and also to do it in a way
that doesn’t divide Europe.

I think General Shalikashvili, who, as you
know, was a child in Poland, spoke about that
today. We're trying to promote security and sta-
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bility in Europe. We don’t want to do anything
that increases tensions. I think that what we
have decided to do will work if the Eastern
European nations will make the most of it, and
I hope they will.

Q. Do you think they just don’t understand
the concept well enough? I'm referring specifi-
cally to the President of Poland today.

The President. Yes, President Walesa. Well,
you know what he said today in his interview.
I think that that’s why I'm going to see him.
I'm going to Prague to see them, and we’re
going to talk about it. And Ambassador Albright
and General Shalikashvili are both going to East-
ern Europe ahead of me, and we’re going to
work hard to try to make everybody feel good
about this approach. I think it’s what our NATO
partners want to do, and I think that it's a
good beginning.

Q. How long does the evolutionary approach
take?

The President. We don’t know. We'll just have
to see how it goes.

Q. Do you have a hope that all the nations
of Europe eventually will be a part of NATO,
including Russia?

The President. Well, 1 have a hope that all
the nations of Europe will eventually be clearly
and unambiguously committed to a peaceful and
stable, secure Europe where the nations respect
each other’s borders. And I think we’re working
toward that.

[At this point, one group of reporters left the
room, and another group entered.]

Visit of Prime Minister Lubbers

Q. Mr. President, did you invite Mr. Lubbers
to come to the White House because you expect
him to be the next President of the European
Community and successor of Jacques Delors?

The President. No, I invited him to come
to the White House because he is already one
of the leading statesmen in Europe and because
our two nations have had a very strong relation-
ship. We've worked together on matters of Eu-
ropean and international security, on matters of
trade and economic growth. There is a very
large investment in this Nation from The Neth-
erlands. We feel very good about our relation-
ship. We met a couple of years ago, but we've
not had a chance to visit since I've been Presi-
dent. So, that’s why I asked him.

Europe

Q. Mr. President, Dutch politicians are afraid
your administration is losing its interest in Eu-
rope. Is that a correct observation?

The President. No. I'm going to Europe three
times this year to try to allay that. I asked for
this NATO summit so that we could get to-
gether and talk about the future of NATO, our
common security future. I intend to make it
very clear that as long as I am President, we
will maintain a strong military position in Eu-
rope and a strong support for NATO. One of
the reasons that I asked General Shalikashvili
to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
is that he had just come from being the Su-
preme Commander in Europe and the com-
mander of our forces there. And of course, I
worked very hard to get the GATT round com-
pleted, along with Prime Minister Lubbers. So,
we've done this together.

I think our economic and our security ties
to Europe are as critical as they've ever been.
And I hope that the opportunities that I'll have
on this trip and again at the G-7 meeting with
Naples and in-between, when I go back to com-
memorate the—and at least three different na-
tions—the 50th anniversary of the events that
brought an end to World War 1II, that all those
things will reassure the people of your nation
and of Europe about the United States inten-
tions.

Q. [Inaudible]—to expand the NATO, you
seem to have another opinion, right?

The President. No, I'm not against expanding
NATO. I just think that if you look at the con-
sensus of the NATO members at this time,
there’s not a consensus to expand NATO at this
time, and we don’t want to give the impression
that we're creating another dividing line in Eu-
rope after we've worked for decades to get rid
of the one that existed before. What we want
is a secure Europe and a stable Europe. And
I think that the proposal that I put forward
would permit the expansion of NATO, and I
fully expect that it will lead to that at some
point.

Q. A part of the feeling of neglect in Europe
is that there is not really a response of the
State Department, from the European Bureau,
to discussions with the diplomats here. They
feel that inadequate. Are you aware of that, and
what’s your comment on that?



The President. No, I'm not, so I can’t have
a comment.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. I'm going to go see them next
week and try to convince them that—[inaudi-
ble]—and I hope that I can. I have a very high
regard for them. I'm going to see them next
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week.  Ambassador  Albright and  General
Shalikashvili are going ahead of me just in the
next few days. So we're going to work very hard
with them and see what we can do.

NoOTE: The exchange began at 5:10 p.m. in the
Oval Office at the White House.

Nomination for Ambassador to New Zealand and Western Samoa

January 5, 1994

The President announced today that he in-
tends to nominate Josiah Beeman to be the U.S.
Ambassador to New Zealand and to Western
Samoa.

“Josiah Beeman’s career has been marked by
both accomplishment and concern,” said the

President. “He will serve our country well as
Ambassador.”

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Nomination for Director of the United States Geological Survey

January 5, 1994

The President announced today that he in-
tends to nominate Gordon P. Eaton to be the
Director of the U.S. Geological Survey, Depart-
ment of the Interior.

“Gordon Eaton is a highly respected earth
scientist with a strong understanding of the

Statement on the Death of Thomas P.

January 6, 1994

The Nation mourns the loss of our beloved
former Speaker of the House, Thomas P. “Tip”
O'Neill, Jr.

As U.S. House Speaker, Tip O’'Neill was the
Nation’s most prominent, powerful, and loyal
champion of working people. He loved politics
and government because he saw how politics
and government could make a difference in peo-
ple’s lives. And he loved people most of all—
his neighbors, his constituents, and his family.

Last fall, Tip was generous to me with his
advice and his stature when he joined our effort
to win approval of the North American Free

workings of the USGS,” said the President. “I
believe he will do a fine job as Director.”

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

O’Neill, Jr.

Trade Agreement. His stand moved me, because
working people had been the cause of his long
and colorful career, and in his heart he knew
that more open trade would mean a better qual-
ity of life for working Americans.

On a day of sadness for my family and Tip’s,
Hillary and I wish his wife, Millie, and their
family our deepest sympathies for a husband
and a father now gone and for a beautiful life
well lived.

NoOTE: The related proclamation is listed in Ap-
pendix D at the end of this volume.
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Exchange With Reporters Prior to Discussions With Prime Minister
Jean-Luc Dehaene of Belgium in Brussels

January 9, 1994

Bosnia

Q. Mr. President, do you think that Bosnia
should be at the top of the agenda for the
NATO consideration?

The President. Well, we’ll discuss that and
a number of other things. We have a lot of
issues to discuss. But the Prime Minister and
I will discuss that and several other issues. As
you know, he’s just ended a tour of 6 months
in the presidency of the EU, and in my judg-
ment, he and Belgium did a superb job. They
were very instrumental in the successes we had
last summer in the G-7 meeting, which laid
the foundation for the adoption of the GATT

Remarks to Future Leaders of Europe
January 9, 1994

Thank you very much, Mr. Prime Minister,
Mr. Mayor, distinguished leaders. I'm delighted
to be here with the Prime Minister and with
many of Europe’s future leaders in this great
hall of history.

I first came to Brussels as a young man in
a very different but a difficult time, when the
future for us was uncertain. It is fitting that
my first trip to Europe as President be about
building a better future for the young people
of Europe and the United States today and that
it begin here in Belgium. As a great capital
and as the headquarters of NATO and the Euro-
pean Union, Brussels and Belgium have long
been at the center of Europe’s steady progress
toward greater security and greater prosperity.
For those of you who know anything about me
personally, I also have a great personal debt
of nearly 40 years standing to this country be-
cause it was a Belgian, Adolphe Sax, who in-
vented the saxophone. [Laughter]

I have come here at this time because I be-
lieve that it is time for us together to revitalize
our partnership and to define a new security
at a time of historic change. It is a new day
for our transatlantic partnership: The cold war

round. So we’re going to talk a little about that,
too.

Death of President’s Mother

Q. Mr. President, are you finding it difficult
to engage in diplomacy after your personal loss?

The President. No, I'm glad to be here. My
family and my friends and my mother’s friends,
we had a wonderful day yesterday, and I'm
doing what I should be doing. I'm glad to have
the opportunity to be here and go back to work.

NoTE: The exchange began at 1:55 p.m. at the
Conrad Hotel. A tape was not available for
verification of the content of this exchange.

in Brussels

is over. Germany is united. The Soviet Union
is gone, and a constitutional democracy governs
Russia. The specter that haunted our citizens
for decades, of tanks rolling in through Fulda
Gap or nuclear annihilation raining from the
sky, that specter, thank God, has largely van-
ished. Your generation is the beneficiary of those
miraculous transformations.

In the end, the Iron Curtain rusted from
within and was brought crashing down by the
determination of brave men and women to live
free, by the Poles and the Czechs, by the Rus-
sians, the Ukrainians, the people of the Baltics,
by all those who understood that neither eco-
nomics nor consciences can be ordered from
above. Equally important, however, their heroic
efforts succeeded because our resolve never
failed, because the weapons of deterrence never
disappeared and the message of democracy
never disappeared.

As the East enjoys a new birth of freedom,
one of freedom’s great victories lives here in
Europe’s West: the peaceful cleaving together
of nations which clashed for centuries. The
transformation was wrought by visionary leaders
such as Monnet, Schumann, Spaak, and Mar-



shall, who understood that modern nations can
enrich their futures more through cooperation
than conquest. My administration supports Eu-
ropean union and Europe’s development of
stronger institutions of common purpose and
common action. We recognize we will benefit
more from a strong and equal partner than from
a weak one.

The fall of the Soviet empire and Western
Europe’s integration are the two greatest ad-
vances for peace in the last half of the 20th
century. All of us are reaping their blessings.
In particular, with the cold war over and in
spite of the present global recession which
clouds your future, all our nations now have
the opportunity to take long, deferred steps to-
ward economic and social renewal. My own Na-
tion has made a beginning in putting our eco-
nomic house in order, reducing our deficits, in-
vesting in our people, creating jobs, and spark-
ing an economic recovery that we hope will
help not only the United States but also will
lift all nations. We're also facing up to some
of the social problems in our country we have
ignored for too long, from the challenge to pro-
vide universal health care to reducing crime in
our streets to dealing with the needs of our
poor children. We have a truly multicultural so-
ciety. In one of our counties there are people
from over 150 different national and ethnic
groups. But we are working to build an Amer-
ican community for the 21st century.

And with the European Union, we have re-
cently led the world to a new GATT agreement
that will create millions of new jobs in all our
countries. In many ways, it would be easy to
offer you only a message of simple celebration,
to trumpet our common heritage, to rejoice that
our labors for peace have been rewarded, to
cheer on the economic progress that is occur-
ring. But this is not a time for self-congratula-
tion. And certainly we have enough challenges
that we should act as true partners. That is,
we should share one another’s burdens rather
than only talking of triumphs. And we should
speak honestly about what we feel about where
we are and where we should go.

This is the truth as I see it. We served history
well during the cold war, but now history calls
on us again to help consolidate freedom’s new
gains into a larger and a more lasting peace.
We must build a new security for Europe. The
old security was based on the defense of our
bloc against another bloc. The new security must
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be found in Europe’s integration, an integration
of security forces, of market economies, of na-
tional democracies. The purpose of my trip to
Europe is to help lead the movement to that
integration and to assure you that America will
be a strong partner in it.

For the peoples who broke communism’s
chains, we now see a race between rejuvenation
and despair. And the outcome will—bound to
shape the security of every nation in the trans-
atlantic alliance. Today that race is being played
out from the Balkans to central Asia. In one
lane are the heirs of the enlightenment who
seek to consolidate freedom’s gains by building
free economies, open democracies, and tolerant
civic cultures. Pitted against them are the grim
pretenders to tyranny’s dark throne, the militant
nationalists and demagogues who fan suspicions
that are ancient and parade the pain of renewal
in order to obscure the promise of reform.

We, none of us, can afford to be bystanders
of that race. Too much is at stake. Consider
this: The coming months and years may decide
whether the Russian people continue to develop
a peaceful market democracy or whether, in
frustration, they elect leaders who incline back
toward authoritarianism and empire. This period
may determine whether the nations neighboring
Russia thrive in freedom and join the ranks of
nonnuclear states or founder under the strain
of reform and cling to weapons that increase
the risk of nuclear accident or diversion. This
period may decide whether the states of the
former Soviet bloc are woven into the fabric
of transatlantic prosperity and security or are
simply left hanging in isolation as they face the
same daunting changes gripping so many others
in Europe.

These pivotal decisions ultimately rest with
the people who threw off communism’s yoke.
They must make their own decisions about their
own future. But we in the West can clearly
help to shape their choices, and we must sum-
mon the political will to do so.

The task requires a steady and patient effort,
guided by a strategic star that points us toward
the integration of a broader Europe. It also re-
quires a fair amount of humility, understanding
that we cannot control every event in every
country on every day. But if we are willing to
assume the central challenge, we can revitalize
not only the nations of the East but also our
own transatlantic relationship.
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Over the past half-century, the transatlantic
community only realized half the promise of
World War IT's triumph over fascism. The other
half lay captive behind Europe’s walls of divi-
sion. Now we have the chance to realize the
full promise of Europe’s victories without its
great disappointment: Normandy without Yalta,
the liberation of the Low Countries without the
Berlin blockade.

During this past half-century, transatlantic se-
curity depended primarily on the deterrents pro-
vided by our military forces. Now the immediate
threat to our East is not of advancing armies
but of creeping instability. Countering that
threat requires not only military security but
also the promotion of democratic and economic
renewal. Combined, these forces are the strong-
est bulwark against Europe’s current dangers,
against ethnic conflict, the abuse of human
rights, the destabilizing refugee flows, the rise
of aggressive regimes, and the spread of weap-
ons of mass destruction.

The integration of the former Communist
bloc with the rest of Europe will be gradual
and often difficult, as Germany’s bold efforts
demonstrate. And like all great opportunities,
we must remember that this one could be fleet-
ing. We must not now let the Iron Curtain
be replaced with a veil of indifference. For his-
tory will judge us as it judged with scorn those
who preached isolationism between the World
Wars and as it has judged with praise the bold
architects of the transatlantic community after
World War 1II.

With the cold war over, some in America
with short memories have called for us to pack
up and go home. I am asked often, “Why do
you maintain a presence in Europe? How can
you justify the expense when we have so many
problems here at home?” We tried that, right
after World War I. The American people this
year proved their resistance to the siren song
of global withdrawal. We did so when the Con-
gress voted for the North American Free Trade
Agreement, voted for America to compete in
a global economy, not to retreat. And we did
so when we reached out to Europe and to oth-
ers and, in working with the European Union,
led the world to accept a new GATT agreement
on world trade. I have come here today to de-
clare and to demonstrate that Europe remains
central to the interests of the United States and
that we will help to work with our partners
in seizing the opportunities before us all.
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Without question, Europe is not the only
focus of our engagement. We must reach out
to Latin America and to Asia, areas that are
increasingly important both to the United States
and to Europe. And our bonds with Europe
will be different than they were in the past,
but make no mistake about it, the bonds that
tie the United States and Europe are unique.
We share a passionate faith that God has en-
dowed us as individuals with inalienable rights
and a belief that the state exists by our consent
solely to advance freedom and security and pros-
perity for all of us as individuals. That is still
a radical idea in the world in which we live.
Developed by Locke and Montesquieu, put into
practice in my country by Jefferson and Madi-
son, it has toppled tyrants, it has drawn millions
to our country’s shores. Over three centuries,
the ties of kinship between the United States
and Europe have fostered bonds of commerce,
and you remain our most valued partner, not
just in the cause of democracy and freedom
but also in the economics of trade and invest-
ment.

But above all, the core of our security remains
with Europe. That is why America’s commit-
ment to Europe’s safety and stability remains
as strong as ever. That is why I urged NATO
to convene this week’s summit. It is why I am
committed to keeping roughly 100,000 American
troops stationed in Europe, consistent with the
expressed desires of our allies here. It is not
habit but security and partnership that justifies
this continuing commitment by the United
States. Just as we have worked in partnership
with Europe on every major security challenge
in this century, it is now time for us to join
in building the new security for the 21st century,
the century in which most of you in this room
will live most of your lives. The new security
must seek to bind a broader Europe together
with a strong fabric woven of military coopera-
tion, prosperous market economies, and vital de-
mocracies.

Let me speak briefly about each of these.
The first and most important element of the
security must be military strength and coopera-
tion. The cold war is over, but war itself is
not over. As we know, it rages today not only
in distant lands but right here in Europe and
the former Yugoslavia. That murderous conflict
reminds us that even after the cold war, military
forces remain relevant. It also reveals the dif-
ficulties of applying military force to conflicts



within as well as among states. And it teaches
us that it is best to act early to prevent conflicts
that we may later not be able to control.

As we work to resolve that tragedy and ease
the suffering of its victims, we also need to
change our security institutions so they can bet-
ter address such conflicts and advance Europe’s
integration. Many institutions will play a role,
including the European Union, the Western Eu-
ropean Union, the Council of Europe, the Con-
ference for Security and Cooperation in Europe,
and the United Nations. But NATO, history’s
greatest military alliance, must be central to that
process.

Only NATO has the military forces, the inte-
grated command, the broad legitimacy, and the
habits of cooperation that are essential to draw
in new participants and respond to new chal-
lenges. One of the deepest transformations with-
in the transatlantic community over the past
half-century occurred because the armed forces
of our respected nations trained, studied, and
marched through their careers together. It is
not only the compatibility of our weapons but
the camaraderie of our warriors that provide
the sinews behind our mutual security guaran-
tees and our best hope for peace.

Two years ago, our nations began to adapt
NATO to this new era by creating the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council. It includes all the
states of the former Soviet bloc as well as the
16 of NATO. Now it is time to move beyond
that dialog and create an operating partnership.
That is why I have proposed that we create
the Partnership For Peace.

This Partnership will advance a process of
evolution for NATO’s formal enlargement. It
looks to the day when NATO will take on new
members who assume the alliance’s full respon-
sibilities. It will create a framework in which
former Communist states and others not now
members of NATO can participate with NATO
members in joint military planning, training, ex-
ercises, and other efforts. This partnership will
build new bonds of cooperation among the mili-
taries of the East and the West. It will reinforce
the development of democracies and democratic
practices, such as respect for human rights and
civilian control over military forces. It can give
NATO new tools for responding to ethnic insta-
bility and other dangers of our era. The use
of NATO forces in such missions will always
be considered, and must be, on a case-by-case
basis. But tomorrow’s summit will put us in
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a stronger position to make those decisions and
to make them early and wisely.

The Partnership For Peace will not alter
NATO’s fundamental mission of defending
NATO territory from attack. We cannot afford
to abandon that mission while the dream of
empire still burns in the minds of some who
look longingly toward a brutal past. But neither
can we afford to draw a new line between East
and West that could create a self-fulfilling
prophecy of future confrontation.

This partnership opens the door to coopera-
tion with all of NATO’s former adversaries, in-
cluding Russia, Ukraine, and the other newly
independent states, based on a belief that free-
dom’s boundaries must now be defined by new
behavior, not old history.

I say to all those in Europe and the United
States who would simply have us draw a new
line in Europe further east that we should not
foreclose the possibility of the best possible fu-
ture for Europe, which is a democracy every-
where, a market economy everywhere, people
cooperating everywhere for mutual security. We
can guard against a lesser future, but we should
strive for the best future for you and your gen-
eration.

NATO can also help to meet Europe’s new
security challenges by doing more to counter
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
I tell you, frankly, it is one of our most difficult
and challenging tasks. Countering those weapons
and the missiles that deliver them will require
close cooperation, honesty, and discipline, and
a willingness of some not now willing to do
it to forgo immediate financial gain.

The danger is clear and present. Growing mis-
sile capabilities are bringing more of Europe
into the range of rogue states such as Iran and
Libya. There are disturbing reports of efforts
to smuggle nuclear materials into and out of
Eastern Europe. And this eastward-looking sum-
mit will give us the chance to begin to address
the threat on our own territory.

The second element of the new security we
are building must be greater economic vitality,
the issue which I would imagine is of most
immediate concern to most of you. We must
build it on vibrant and open market economies,
the engines that have given us the greatest pros-
perity in human history over the last several
decades in Europe and in the United States.

Our combined success in leading the world
to a new GATT agreement capped 7 years of
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effort to expand prosperity to all trading nations.
Now we must define a successor agenda to
GATT that focuses on the renewal of advanced
economies and the enlargement of prosperities
to the nations of our East that are making the
difficult transitions to market economics.

First, the renewal of our own economies is
critical. Unless we are creating jobs and unless
we are raising incomes in Europe and in the
United States and Japan, in the advanced coun-
tries of the world, it will be difficult for the
people of those nations, all our nations, to con-
tinue to support of policy of involvement with
the rest of the world.

The nations of the European Union face par-
ticular severe economic challenges with nearly
20 million people unemployed and, in Ger-
many’s case, the extraordinarily high costs of
unification. All our nations have had to struggle
against the restless forces of this new global
economy, against the competition that comes
from countries with lower wages or that is gen-
erated when technology enables us to do more
with fewer workers but there is not new tech-
nology to provide new jobs for those who are
displaced. This is a problem not just for Europe
but also for the United States and now for Japan
as well.

Among the Atlantic nations, economic stagna-
tion has clearly eroded public support and fi-
nances for outward-looking foreign policies and
for greater integration. Our respective efforts
to revive our own economies are therefore im-
portant not only for our own living standards
but also for our collective strength. And both
of them will shape the future you and your
children will have.

We must proceed quickly to implement the
GATT agreement. But we also must learn to-
gether and from each other on making a broader
and bolder series of adjustments to this new
global economy.

We Americans have a lot to learn from Eu-
rope in matters of job training and apprentice-
ship, of moving our people from school to work,
into good paying jobs with the capacity to con-
tinue to learn new skills as the economy forces
them to do so. But we also may have something
to teach in the area of the flexibility of our
job structure and our capacity to generate work
and new employment opportunities. This is an
area in which we can usefully draw lessons from
each other. And that is why I am pleased that
in March our leading ministers will hold a jobs
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conference that I proposed last July. We simply
must figure out how to create more jobs and
how to reward people who work both harder
and smarter in the workplace. It is the basis
of all the other attitudes that we want to foster
to remain engaged with one another and with
the rest of the world.

But as we work to strengthen our own econo-
mies, we must know that we serve our own
prosperity and our security by helping the new
market economies of Europe’s eastern half to
thrive. Successful market reforms in those states
will help to deflate the region’s demagogs. It
will help to ease ethnic tensions. It will help
new democracies to take root. It is also in your
long-term interest because one of the things that
we have learned is that wealthy nations cannot
grow richer unless they have customers beyond
their borders for their goods and their services.
So the short-term difficulties of taking Eastern
Europe into our economic alliance will be more
than rewarded if they succeed and if they are
customers for Western Europe’s goods and serv-
ices tomorrow. That is why early on in our ad-
ministration we committed to increase support
substantially for market reforms in the new
states of the former Soviet Union and why we
have continued our support for economic transi-
tion in Central and Eastern Europe.

Ultimately, the success of market reforms to
the East will depend more on trade than aid.
None of us have enough money to markedly
change the future of those countries as they
move to free market systems in the government
coffers. We cannot give them enough aid to
make them full partners. They must grow and
trade their way into full partnership with us.

One of our priorities, therefore, should be
to reduce trade barriers to the former Com-
munist states. It will make little sense for us
to applaud their market reforms on the one
hand while offering only selective access to our
markets on the other. That’s like inviting some-
one to a castle and refusing to let down the
drawbridge. The United States has already elimi-
nated many of our cold war barriers to products
from these countries. And all our nations must
find more ways to do the same thing. The eco-
nomic success of these states simply cannot be
separated from our own renewal and security.

In 1931, a remarkable British political cartoon
portrayed the United States and Europe in a
rowboat. At the back end of the boat, where
Europe’s more Eastern powers sat, there was



a terrible leak, and it was sinking fast. The front
end, where the United States and Western Eu-
rope were, was still afloat. The boat was sinking
from the back end. And one of the figures in
our end of the boat was saying, “Thank good-
ness, the leak’s not at our end of the boat.”
In the end, the whole boat sank. That will hap-
pen again unless we work together. Europe’s
Western half clearly, as history shows, cannot
long be secure if the Eastern half remains in
turmoil.

The third and final imperative of this new
security is to support the growth of democracy
and individual freedoms that has begun through-
out Europe’s former Communist states. The suc-
cess of these democratic reforms make us all
more secure because democracies tend not to
wage war on one another and they tend not
to break their word to one another. Democratic
governments nurture civil society, respect for
human rights, and habits of simple tolerance.
The democratic values at the heart of the West-
ern community are also our best answer to the
aggressive nationalism and ethnic hatreds un-
leashed by the end of the cold war.

We in the transatlantic community must com-
mit ourselves to helping democracy succeed in
all the former Communist states that are West-
ern Europe’s immediate neighbors, because
their security matters to our security. Nowhere
is democracy’s success more important to us all
than there, and then in Russia. I will say again:
In Russia, if the nation continues to evolve as
a market democracy, satisfied within her borders
and at peace with her neighbors, defining her
greatness in terms of the ability to enable all
of the children of Russia to live to the fullest
of their potential, then our road toward Europe’s
full integration will be wider and smoother and
safer. As one Ukrainian legislator recently stated,
“If Russia is democratic, Europe will be calm.”

The results of the recent elections in Russia
and the statements of some Russian political
figures have given us all genuine cause for con-
cern. We must consistently condemn expression
of intolerance and threats of aggression. But we
should also keep those concerns in some histor-
ical perspective. It was only 2 years ago, after
all, that the Soviet Union dissolved. Just 2
months ago, Russia appeared to be on the brink
of a civil war. But since then Russia has held
a free and fair national election, its people have
ratified a genuinely democratic constitution, and
they have elected their first-ever post-Soviet leg-
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islature. And the government continues to pur-
sue democratic and economic reform.

The transformation Russia is undertaking is
absolutely staggering. If you just think about
what the country has been like since 1917, if
you go back to the 18th century and imagine
the history of the nation from that point to
this, the idea that the nation could seriously
be involved by democratic vote in undertaking
these transformations is absolutely staggering.
We cannot expect them to correct ovemight
three-quarters of a century of repressive leader-
ship, three-quarters of a century of totalitarian
policy, or a whole national history in which there
was no democracy.

As in the other Communist nations, this will
be the work of generations. We in the United
States have been at it for 200 years now, and
we're still working to try to get it right. All
of us have to recognize that there will be wrong
turns and even reversals, as there have been
in all of our own countries throughout our his-
tories. But as long as these states continue their
progress toward democracy and respect the
rights of their own and other people, they un-
derstand the rights of their minorities and their
neighbors, then we should support their
progress with a steady patience.

In order to support these new democracies,
we are supporting grassroots efforts to build the
institutions of civil society, from community or-
ganizers in the Czech Republic to election vol-
unteers in Bulgaria. We also will take steps to
encourage cooperation among the new democ-
racies. As with Western Europe after World War
II, we must get regional neighbors working to-
gether rather than looking at each other with
suspicion.

The broader integration in peace we are
building is not only a European concern, I say
again, it is distinctly in the interests of the
United States. My Nation has thrilled at the
progress of freedom on this continent over the
past 5 years. And we understand well the toll
that European discord ultimately takes on our
own people.

Only a few hours from this place lie the
graves of thousands of Americans who died in
Europe’s two great wars. History records where
they fell, at Flanders Field, on the shores of
Normandy, and in the Battle of the Bulge. But
let us remember as well why they came here,
why they left the safety of their homes to fight
in a distant land. They came because our secu-
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rity depends more on things that go far beyond
geographical divides. Our security depends on
more than the ocean that divides us. It depends
on the existence of a strong and free and demo-
cratic Europe.

Today we can honor the sacrifice of those
Americans buried here on your soil by expand-
ing the reach of the freedoms they fought and
gave their lives to preserve. The fight for your
generation across a broader Europe will be
joined and won not on this continent’s beaches
or across its plains but rather in its new par-
liaments and city councils, in the offices and
factories of its new market economies, in the
hearts and minds of the young people like many
of you here. You have the most to gain from
a Europe that is integrated in terms of security,
in terms of economics, in terms of democracies.

Remarks to Citizens in Brussels
January 9, 1994

Thank you all for coming out tonight. Thank
you for waving the flags. I'm sorry we didn’t
have more room inside, but I'm glad we could
show the speech on the screen.

Let me say that I have been in this place
many times. I've been here as a student. I've
been here as the Governor of my State. I never
imagined I would actually be here as President
and you would be here to say hello. You have
already heard my speech; I have really nothing

Ultimately, you will have to decide what sort
of Europe you want and how hard you are will-
ing to work for it. But I want you to know
that the United States stands by you in that
battle, as we have in the other battles of the
20th century.

1 believe that our freedom is indivisible. I
believe our destinies are joined. I believe that
the 21st century can be the most exciting period
that Europe and the United States have ever
known and that your future can be the richest
and brightest of any generation. But we will
have to work to make it so.

Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President spoke at 6 p.m. in the Goth-
ic Room at the Hotel de Ville. In his remarks,
he referred to Prime Minister Jean-Luc Dehaene
of Belgium and Mayor Jose Desmaret of Brussels.

else to say except I'm delighted to be here.
We are here to build a new and stronger future
for Europe and a better partnership between
Europe and the United States, and I hope all
of you will support that.

Happy New Year, and thank you very much.

NotE: The President spoke at 6:47 p.m. in the
Grand Place, upon his departure from the Hotel
de Ville.

Remarks to the American Diplomatic Community in Brussels

January 9, 1994

The President. Thank you very much. Thank
you for coming. Thank you for playing. And
thank you for waiting a little as I had the chance
to stop downtown and talk to some citizens after
I gave my speech.

I want to tell you how very much I appreciate
the work that all of you are doing for your
country a long way from home, but at the center
of the future we have to make together. I think
in a way youTre all fortunate to be serving in
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Brussels at such a pivotal point in the history
of Europe and the history of the world. This
is a remarkable city, the headquarters of the
Commission on European Unity and Union and
NATO. And I want to thank all of our three
Ambassadors behind us for the work that they
have done.

The importance of our bilateral relationship
with Belgium can hardly be overstated. Alan
Blinken, I think, will represent us very well,
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particularly if all of you at the Embassy do what
everybody tries to do at the White House every
day and make sure I'm not my own worst
enemy. [Laughter] I want to thank Bob Hunter
for the work he’s doing at NATO and say that
this Partnership For Peace, contrary to what
some have suggested, is not a weak limitation
on the future of European security, it is a strong
first step that opens the possibility of the best
possible future for Europe in which everyone
will have an opportunity to be a democracy and
to be part of our shared security. And I want
to say a special word of thanks to my longtime
friend Stu Eizenstat for coming here to serve.
We've worked hard to get this GATT agree-
ment. The European Union is now a reality.
We have to see it through; there’s still a lot
to do.

I stopped at a little coffee shop and restaurant
on the way out here tonight, just talked to some
citizens, and I met this incredible Belgian lady
who said, “You're right, we've got to compete.
We can’t run away from the world.” And she
said, “I know how hard it is economically, but
2 years ago I didn’t have a job, and now I
have my own business and I'm doing very well,
and I'm excited about the European Union. I'm
going to do business in other countries now.”
We've got to somehow communicate that spirit,
that belief that we can bring this economy back,
this whole global economy back to people here
so they can believe in themselves. I can tell
you that, back home, that is beginning to hap-
pen. We do have more control over our eco-
nomic destiny. The deficit is coming down after
going up for 12 years. Jobs are being created,
and movement is there in the economy. And
there is a sense that we’re beginning to confront
problems that we have ignored for way, way
too long.

Exchange With Reporters in Brussels,

January 9, 1994

Future Leaders of Europe

Q. Mr. President, how do you think your
speech was received tonight?

The President. Oh, very well. I mean, you
know, we consciously picked a very small room,
and the Europeans are normally much more

So I think we’re coming here at a very impor-
tant time and an appropriate time. And I guess
I ought to end by apologizing to those of you
who have had to do so much extra work because
of this trip and the headaches I may have caused
you. But believe me, it is in a worthy cause,
and we are going to make a new future for
the people of Europe and the people of the
world so that we don’t repeat the mistakes of
the 20th century in the 21Ist and so that we
give all these children a better future than any
generation has ever known.

Thank you very much.

[At this point, Antoene Tixhon, Bourgmestre of
Dinant, presented the President with a saxo-
phone.]

The President. In case you didn’t understand
it, Dinant, Belgium, is the home of Adolphe
Sax, the man who invented the saxophone. And
this says, “Adolphe Sax, 1814 to 1894. To Bill
Clinton, President of the United States.” And
it says something else, but my glasses are not
here. [Laughter] “Dinant, Belgium” and——

Bourgmestre Tixhon. “International Year of
the Saxophone.”

The President. Yes, the international year of
Adolphe Sax. And it points out that this wonder-
ful horn was made in Paris by Selmer.

Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President spoke at 8:03 p.m. at the
Conrad Hotel. In his remarks, he referred to Alan
Blinken, U.S. Ambassador to Belgium; Robert
Hunter, U.S. Ambassador to NATO; and Stuart
Eizenstat, U.S. Ambassador to the European
Union. A tape was not available for verification
of the content of these remarks.

Belgium

polite when speeches are given like that. It was
a serious speech. But a lot of the students came
up to me afterwards and said that they were
pleased to know that we were thinking about
their future and that they found the ideas basi-
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cally things they agreed with. I was very
encouraged

Q. Mr. President, can you tell us about the
Ukraine?

The President. and then after I got out
into the crowd in the Place, there was much
more sort of overt enthusiasm. And the Prime
Minister and others were saying, “You know,
that's the way we are. We're restrained in
speeches, but these people are glad to see you.
Look at the Place.”

Ukraine

Q. What can you tell us about the Ukraine,
Mr. President? Are you close to an agreement,
or do you have an agreement? Can Kravchuk
sell it? Might we go to Kiev?

The President. All T can tell you tonight is
that we worked very, very hard to bring the
three of us together, and we've made a terrific
amount of progress. And at least when I left
to go to the speech I was not in a position
to make an announcement.

Q. But you think it might be possible that
this could happen and that Kravchuk could sell
it?

The President. Well, I don’t want to—presum-
ably, Mr. Kravchuk wouldn't agree to anything
he didn’t think he could sell. T think—I feel—
I'm proud of the work that’s been done, and
I appreciate very much the attitude that
Kravchuk and Yeltsin have brought to this whole
endeavor. But I don’t think I can say any more
tonight. T don’t even want to

Partnership For Peace

Q. Do you think Eastern European countries
are going to be reassured by the Partnership
For Peace?

The President. 1 hope so.

Q. [Inaudible]—giving Russia veto?
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The President. 1 think they need to know this
is not a question of veto power. But keep in
mind there are certain responsibilities inherent
in being in NATO, first of all, that NATO allies
all remind each other of all the time. And what
I said tonight I want to reemphasize. What I
want to do is to leave open the possibility of
creating the best possible future for Europe,
where they all have the chance to be democ-
racies, they all have a chance to be market
economies, they all have a chance to respect
one another’s securities and to support it and
to do it in a way that also permits us to do
the best we can if the best future is not open
to us. That’s what the Partnership For Peace
does. It's not giving anybody a veto on future
NATO membership.

Bosnia

Q. But what do you say to people who say
that NATO isn’t relevant if it can’t guarantee
the peace, let’s say, in Bosnia?

The President. Well, that was never the pur-
pose of NATO. The purpose of NATO was to
guarantee the peace and security of the coun-
tries that were member nations. And when the
United States asked NATO to approve some
actions in and around Bosnia, it was the first
time we’d ever done anything out of the area
of the NATO members themselves.

So we're working on this. It’s not been estab-
lished yet that anyone is capable of solving a
civil war in another country. That's not been
established yet.

Q. [Inaudible]—air strikes will be discussed
tomorrow, air strikes possible tomorrow?

The President. Good night, everybody.

NOTE: The exchange began at approximately 8:30
p-m. at the Au Vieux Saint Martin Restaurant. A
tape was not available for verification of the con-
tent of this exchange.
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Memorandum on Assistance to the States of the Former Soviet Union

January 8, 1994

Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense

Subject: Transfer of Funds for Assistance for
the New Independent States (NIS) of the
Former Soviet Union

Pursuant to the Supplemental Appropriations
for the NIS of the Former Soviet Union Act,
1993 (Title VI of Public Law 103-87) (the
“Act”), I hereby determine that programs de-
scribed in Section 560 of the Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing and Related Programs
Appropriations Act, 1994 (Titles I-V of Public
Law 103-87) and programs described in Section
498 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended (Public Law 87-195), will increase the
national security of the United States.

The political and economic transformation of
the NIS of the former Soviet Union into peace-
ful market-oriented democracies will directly re-
duce the security threat to the United States
and lead to substantial savings in the cost of
the defense of the United States. The above-
mentioned  programs facilitate  this  trans-
formation, thereby making a critical contribution
to increasing the national security of the United
States.

Accordingly, unless I instruct otherwise in the
interim, on the thirtieth day following submis-

sion to the appropriate Committees of the Con-
gress of the memorandum regarding notification
under 10 U.S.C. 2215 for the NIS of the former
Soviet Union, you are authorized and directed
to exercise your authority under the first two
provisos under the heading “Operation and
Maintenance, Defense Agencies” in the Act to
transfer funds in the amounts and to the ac-
counts detailed in the attachment to this memo-
randum. Any funds transferred to the Agency
for International Development may thereafter,
at the direction of the Secretary of State or
the Coordinator designated under Section 102
of the FREEDOM Support Act (Public Law
102-511), be allocated or transferred pursuant
to the authority of Section 632 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. In the
event of such transfer, the implementing agency
shall be the agency responsible and accountable
for the management, audit and use of such

funds.

WILLIAM ]. CLINTON

NoOTE: This memorandum was released by the Of-
fice of the Press Secretary on January 10. The
related memorandum of January 8 on notification
is listed in Appendix D at the end of this volume.

Letter to Congressional Leaders on Peacekeeping Operations in the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

January 8, 1994

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:)

Six months ago I provided you with my initial
report on the deployment of a U.S. peace-
keeping contingent as part of the United Na-
tions Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. I am
now providing this followup report, consistent
with the War Powers Resolution, to ensure that
the Congress is kept informed about this impor-
tant U.S. contribution in support of multilateral
efforts in the region.

As a significant part of U.N. efforts to prevent
the Balkan conflict from spreading and to con-

tribute to stability in the region, the U.N. Secu-
rity Council adopted Resolution 795 (1992) au-
thorizing the presence of UNPROFOR for
peacekeeping purposes in Macedonia. In early
1993, a Nordic battalion was deployed to Mac-
edonia with the mission of monitoring and re-
porting developments along the northern border
that could signify a threat to the territory of
Macedonia. Consistent with U.N. Security
Council Resolution 842 (1993), the United
States augmented the UNPROFOR Macedonia
peacekeeping force with a combat-equipped
U.S. Army contingent. The U.N. Security Coun-
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cil extended the UNPROFOR mandate in Reso-
lution 871 (1993). Our U.S. Armed Forces per-
sonnel have served with distinction in Mac-
edonia continuously since their arrival in early
July 1993.

The peacekeeping operations in Macedonia
have been conducted safely and effectively, and
I am certain that you share my pride in and
appreciation for the superb efforts of the Ameri-
cans who are contributing so much to the
UNPROFOR Macedonia mission.
Unsurprisingly, the U.S. Army personnel re-
ceived high praise from the U.N. Commander,
Danish Brigadier General Thomsen, for their
outstanding  professionalism and capabilities,
which enabled them quickly to assume an inte-
gral role in the force. Upon receiving orientation
and training on the mission at UNPROFOR
headquarters in Skopje, the U.S. unit began con-
ducting observation and monitoring operations
along the northeastern section of the Macedo-
nian border with Serbia. The U.S. contribution
has thus enhanced UNPROFOR’s coverage and
effectiveness in preventing a spillover of the
conflict, and has underscored the U.S. commit-
ment to the achievement of important multilat-
eral goals in the region.

As always, the safety of U.S. personnel is of
paramount concern. U.S. forces assigned to
UNPROFOR Macedonia have encountered no
hostilities, and there have been no U.S. casual-
ties since the deployment began. The mission
has the support of the government and the local
population. Our forces will remain fully pre-
pared not only to fulfill their peacekeeping mis-
sion but to defend themselves if necessary.

On December 14, 1993, elements of the U.S.
Army Berlin Brigade’s reinforced company team
(RCT) assigned to UNPROFOR Macedonia

began redeploying to Germany as part of the
normal rotation of U.S. forces. Lead elements
of a similarly equipped and sized RCT began
arriving in Macedonia on December 27, 1993.
The approximately 300-person replacement
unit—Task Force 1-6, from 1st Battalion, 6th
Infantry Regiment, 3d Infantry Division (Mecha-
nized), Vilseck, Germany—assumed the mission
on January 6, 1994.

The U.S. contribution to the UNPROFOR
Macedonia peacekeeping mission is but one part
of a much larger, continuing commitment to-
wards resolution of the extremely difficult situa-
tion in the former Yugoslavia. I am not able
to indicate at this time how long our deployment
to Macedonia will be necessary. I have contin-
ued the deployment of U.S. Armed Forces for
these purposes in accordance with section 7 of
the United Nations Participation Act and pursu-
ant to my constitutional authority as Commander
in Chief and Chief Executive.

I am grateful for the continuing support of
the Congress for U.S. efforts, including the de-
ployment of U.S. Armed Forces to Macedonia,
towards peace and stability in the former Yugo-
slavia. I remain committed to consulting closely
with the Congress on our foreign policy, and
I look forward to continued cooperation as we
move forward toward attainment of our goals
in the region.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

NOTE: Identical letters were sent to Thomas S.
Foley, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Robert C. Byrd, President pro tempore of
the Senate. This letter was released by the Office
of the Press Secretary on January 10.

Remarks to the North Atlantic Council in Brussels

January 10, 1994

Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary General,
and distinguished leaders. I am deeply honored
to represent my Nation at the North Atlantic
Council this morning, as eight previous Presi-
dents have done before me. Each of us came
here for the same compelling reason: The secu-
rity of the North Atlantic region is vital to the
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security of the United States. The founders of
this alliance created the greatest military alliance
in history. It was a bold undertaking. I think
all of us know that we have come together this
week because history calls upon us to be equally
bold once again in the aftermath of the cold
war. Now we no longer fear attack from a com-
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mon enemy. But if our common adversary has
vanished, we know our common dangers have
not.

With the cold war over, we must confront
the destabilizing consequences of the unfreezing
of history which the end of the cold war has
wrought. The threat to us now is not of advanc-
ing armies so much as of creeping instability.
The best strategy against this threat is to inte-
grate the former Communist states into our fab-
ric of liberal democracy, economic prosperity,
and military cooperation. For our security in
this generation will be shaped by whether re-
forms in these nations succeed in the face of
their own very significant economic frustration,
ethnic tensions, and intolerant nationalism.

The size of the reactionary vote in Russia’s
recent election reminds us again of the strength
of democracy’s opponents. The ongoing slaugh-
ter in Bosnia tallies the price when those oppo-
nents prevail. If we don’t meet our new chal-
lenge, then most assuredly we will once again,
someday down the road, face our old challenges
again. If democracy in the East fails, then vio-
lence and disruption from the East will once
again harm us and other democracies.

I believe our generation’s stewardship of this
grand alliance, therefore, will most critically be
judged by whether we succeed in integrating
the nations to our east within the compass of
Western security and Western values. For we've
been granted an opportunity without precedent:
We really have the chance to recast European
security on historic new principles, the pursuit
of economic and political freedom. And I would
argue to you that we must work hard to succeed
now, for this opportunity may not come to us
again.

In effect, the world wonders now whether
we have the foresight and the courage our pred-
ecessors had to act on our long-term interests.
I'm confident that the steel in this alliance has
not rusted. Our nations have proved that by
joining together in the common effort in the
Gulf war. We proved it anew this past year
by working together, after 7 long years of effort,
in a spirit of compromise and harmony to reach
a new GATT agreement. And now we must
do it once again.

To seize the great opportunity before us, I
have proposed that we forge what we have all
decided to call the Partnership For Peace, open
to all the former Communist states of the War-
saw Pact, along with other non-NATO states.

The membership of the Partnership will plan
and train and exercise together and work to-
gether on missions of common concern. They
should be invited to work directly with NATO
both here and in the coordination cell in Mons.

The Partnership will prepare the NATO alli-
ance to undertake new tasks that the times im-
pose upon us. The Combined Joint Task Force
Headquarters we are creating will let us act
both effectively and with dispatch in helping
to make and keep the peace and in helping
to head off some of the terrible problems we
are now trying to solve today. We must also
ready this alliance to meet new threats, notably
from weapons of mass destruction and the
means of delivering them.

Building on NATO’s creation of the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council 2 years ago, the
Partnership For Peace sets in motion a process
that leads to the enlargement of NATO. We
began this alliance with 12 members. Today
there are 16, and each one has strengthened
the alliance. Indeed, our treaty always looked
to the addition of new members who shared
the alliance’s purposes and who could enlarge
its orbit of democratic security. Thus, in leading
us toward the addition of these Eastern states,
the Partnership For Peace does not change
NATO’s original vision, it realizes that vision.

So let us say here to the people in Europe’s
East, we share with you a common destiny, and
we are committed to your success. The demo-
cratic community has grown, and now it is time
to begin welcoming these newcomers to our
neighborhood.

As President Mitterrand said so eloquently,
some of the newcomers want to be members
of NATO right away, and some have expressed
reservations about this concept of the Partner-
ship For Peace. Some have asked me in my
own country, “Well, is this just the best you
can do? Is this sort of splitting the difference
between doing nothing and full membership at
least for the Visegrad states?” And to that, let
me answer at least for my part an emphatic
no, for many of the same reasons President Mit-
terrand has already outlined.

Why should we now draw a new line through
Europe just a little further east? Why should
we now do something which could foreclose the
best possible future for Europe? The best pos-
sible future would be a democratic Russia com-
mitted to the security of all of its European
neighbors. The best possible future would be
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a democratic Ukraine, a democratic government
in every one of the newly independent states
of the former Soviet Union, all committed to
market cooperation, to common security, and
to democratic ideals. We should not foreclose
that possibility.

The Partnership For Peace, I would argue,
gives us the best of both worlds. It enables
us to prepare and to work toward the enlarge-
ment of NATO when other countries are capa-
ble of fulfilling their NATO responsibilities. It
enables us to do it in a way that gives us the
time to reach out to Russia and to these other
nations of the former Soviet Union, which have
been almost ignored through this entire debate
by people around the world, in a way that leaves
open the possibility of a future for Europe that
totally breaks from the destructive past we have
known.

So I say to you, I do not view this as some
sort of half-hearted compromise. In substance,
this is a good idea. It is the right thing to
do at this moment in history. It leaves open
the best possible future for Europe and leaves
us the means to settle for a future that is not
the best but is much better than the past. And
I would argue that is the course that we all
ought to pursue.

I think we have to be clear, in doing it, about
certain assumptions and consequences. First, if
we move forward in this manner, we must reaf-
firm the bonds of our own alliance. America
pledges its efforts in that common purpose. 1
pledge to maintain roughly 100,000 troops in
Europe, consistent with the expressed wishes of
our allies. The people of Europe can count on
America to maintain this commitment.

Second, we have to recognize that this new
security challenge requires a range of responses
different from the ones of the past. That is
why our administration has broken with previous
American administrations in going beyond what
others have done to support European efforts
to advance their own security and interests. All
of you have received our support in moving
in ways beyond NATO. We supported the
Maastricht Treaty. We support the commitment
of the European Union to a common foreign
and security policy. We support your efforts to
refurbish the Western European Union so that
it will assume a more vigorous role in keeping
Europe secure. Consistent with that goal, we
have proposed making NATO assets available
to WEU operations in which NATO itself is
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not involved. While NATO must remain the
linchpin of our security, all these efforts will
show our people and our legislatures a renewed
purpose in European institutions and a better
balance of responsibilities within the trans-
atlantic community.

Finally, in developing the Partnership For
Peace, each of us must willingly assume the
burdens to make that succeed. This must not
be a gesture. It is a forum. It is not just a
forum. This Partnership For Peace is also a mili-
tary and security initiative, consistent with what
NATO was established to achieve. There must
be a somber appreciation that expanding our
membership will mean extending commitments
that must be supported by military strategies
and postures. Adding new members entails not
only hard decisions but hard resources. Today
those resources are not great, but nonetheless,
as the Secretary General told me in the meeting
this morning, they must be forthcoming in order
for this to be taken seriously by our allies and
our friends who will immediately subscribe to
the Partnership.

Let me also—in response to something that
President Mitterrand said and that is on all of
our minds, the problem in Bosnia—say that
when we talk about making hard decisions, we
must be prepared to make them. And tonight
I have been asked to talk a little bit about the
work I have been doing with Russia and what
I believe we all should be doing to support
democracy and economic reform there. But I'd
like to make two points about Bosnia.

First, I want to reaffirm that the United
States remains ready to help NATO implement
a viable settlement in Bosnia voluntarily reached
by the parties. We would, of course, have to
seek the support of our Congress in this, but
let me say I think we can get it if such an
operation would clearly be under NATO com-
mand, that the means of carrying out the mis-
sion be equivalent to its purposes, and that these
purposes be clear in scope and in time.

Second, I welcome the reassertion by the alli-
ance in this declaration of our warning against
the strangulation of Sarajevo and the safe areas.
But if we are going to reassert this warning,
it cannot be seen as mere rhetoric. Those who
attack Sarajevo must understand that we are se-
rious. If we leave the sentence in the declara-
tion, we have to mean it.

Those of us gathered here must understand
that, therefore, if the situation does not improve,
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the alliance must be prepared to act. What is
at stake is not just the safety of the people
in Sarajevo and any possibility of bringing this
terrible conflict to an end but the credibility
of the alliance itself. And that, make no mistake
about it, will have great ramifications in the
future in other contexts.

Therefore, in voting for this language, I ex-
pect the North Atlantic Council to take action
when necessary. And I think if anyone here
does not agree with that, you shouldnt vote
for language. I think it is the appropriate lan-
guage, but we have to be clear when we put
something like this in the declaration.

Let me say finally that I ran across the fol-
lowing quotation by a distinguished and now
deceased American political writer, Walter Lipp-
mann. Three days after the North Atlantic Trea-
ty was signed, Lippmann wrote this, propheti-

The President’s News Conference in
January 10, 1994

Initiatives in Europe

The President. Good evening. Ladies and gen-
tlemen, I came to Europe to help strengthen
European integration, to create a new security
for the United States and its Atlantic partners,
based on the idea that we had a real chance
to integrate rather than to divide Europe, both
East and West, an integration based on shared
democracies, market economies, and defense co-
operation.

Today we have taken two giant steps toward
greater security for the United States, for Eu-
rope, and the world. First, this afternoon I
joined our NATO allies in signing the docu-
ments that create the Partnership For Peace.
The United States proposed this Partnership to
lay the foundation for intensive cooperation
among the armed forces of our NATO mem-
bers, all former Warsaw Pact states, and other
non-NATO European states who wish to join
the Partnership. By providing for the practical
integration and cooperation of these diverse
military forces, the Partnership For Peace will
lead to the enlargement of NATO membership
and will support our efforts to integrate Europe.

I'm also pleased to announce that on Friday
the United States will sign with Ukraine and

cally: “The pact will be remembered long after
the conditions that have provoked it are no
longer the main business of mankind. For the
treaty recognizes and proclaims a community of
interest which is much older than the conflict
with the Soviet Union and, come what may,
will survive it.”

Well, this meeting will prove him right. The
Soviet Union is gone, but our community of
interest endures. And now it is up to us to
build a new security for a new future for the
Atlantic people in the 21st century.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

NoTE: The President spoke at approximately
10:15 a.m. at NATO Headquarters. A tape was
not available for verification of the content of
these remarks.

Brussels

Russia an agreement which commits Ukraine to
eliminate nuclear weapons from its territory.
These include 176 intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles and some 1,500 warheads targeted at the
United States. This is a hopeful and historic
breakthrough that enhances the security of all
three parties and every other nation as well.

When I came into office, I said that one of
my highest priorities was combating the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons and other weapons
of mass destruction. The issue of nuclear weap-
ons in the former Soviet Union was the most
important nonproliferation challenge facing the
world. With the Soviet Union dissolved, four
countries were left with nuclear weapons: Rus-
sia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus. I have
sought to ensure that the breakup of the Soviet
Union does not result in the birth of new nu-
clear states which could raise the chances for
nuclear accident, nuclear terrorism, or nuclear
proliferation.

In just one year, after an intensive diplomatic
effort by the United States, both Kazakhstan
and Belarus agreed to accede to the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty and to join the ranks
of nonnuclear nations. Much credit for these
actions goes to President Nazarbayev of
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Kazakhstan, whom I will be welcoming to Wash-
ington in February, and Chairman Shushkevich
of Belarus, whom I will meet in Minsk later
this week, as well as to the people and Par-
liaments of those two countries.

My administration has been working with the
Governments of Ukraine and Russia to address
Ukraine’s security concerns so that it could fol-
low suit. The trilateral accord we will sign will
lead to the complete removal of nuclear weap-
ons from Ukraine.

I want to congratulate both President Yeltsin
and President Kravchuk of Ukraine for their
statesmanship in negotiating this accord with us.
I want to commend President Kravchuk and
to thank him for his leadership. I look forward
to consulting with him personally during the
brief stop at Borispol Airport in Kiev on
Wednesday evening. President Kravchuk will
later join President Yeltsin and me in Moscow
on Friday to finalize the agreement in a trilateral
meeting,

This agreement opens a new era in our rela-
tionship with Ukraine, an important country at
the center of Europe, a country, I might add,
which was mentioned frequently during our
meetings today. We expect to expand our co-
operation with Ukraine, especially in the eco-
nomic area. We look forward to Ukraine’s play-
ing an important role in efforts to move toward
the integration of a broader Europe.

Today I spent the day at NATO Head-
quarters, one of the pillars of our security in
the post-World War II era. Throughout that era,
our security was defined by the stability of Eu-
rope’s division. But with the two breakthroughs
for peace announced today, we can begin to
imagine as well as to define a new security for
the post-cold-war era founded not on Europe’s
division but instead on its integration. Through-
out the 20th century, now drawing to a close,
Europe has seen far too much bloodshed based
on these divisions. But with strong democracies,
strong market economies, strong bonds of de-
fense cooperation, and this strong step to com-
bat nuclear weapons proliferation, we can make
the next century far more secure for all of our
people by building a united Europe.

Andrea [Andrea Mitchell, NBC News]?

Russia

Q. Mr. President, there are some who have
suggested that even this Partnership For Peace
is going to be too much of an exacerbation to
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the nationalist tendencies in Russia. And today
Mr. Zhirinovsky said that if NATO troops are
ever stationed near the borders of Russia, it’s
a mistake, it’s finished for NATO and/or other
forces who have supported this organization, it’s
the beginning of a third world war if the NATO
or other forces are along those borders. How
do you respond to that and to the concerns
that there are people in Russia who will not
even take this step kindly?

The President. My response to that is that
his, thank goodness, is not the governing voice
in Russia and that we have offered to the Rus-
sians, to all the states of the former Soviet
Union, and to all the Eastern European coun-
tries which were in the Warsaw Pact the oppor-
tunity to participate in this Partnership For
Peace.

The reason I wanted the Partnership For
Peace rather than nothing, which perhaps Mr.
Zhirinovsky would have preferred, or immediate
membership, which others would have pre-
ferred, is that I thought it gave us the best
chance, first, to develop substantive military and
defense cooperation for these countries; second,
to give nations who wish to be members, full
members, of NATO the chance to develop the
capacity to assume their responsibilities; and
third, to give us the chance, most importantly
of all, to create a Europe that really is inte-
grated, that is based on unity and not some
dividing line that at least is further east than
the cold war dividing line was.

So I simply—I disagree with the position that
he’s taken, but that is not the position that gov-
erns Russia, thank goodness.

Q. Do you think, just to follow, that Russia
would be joining the Partnership For Peace?

The President. They're certainly welcome to
do so. We've issued

Q. Could that happen in the next few days?

The President. 1 think that all the nations to
whom the welcome mat has been put out may
want to take some—some may want to take
more time than others to think about it. But
we certainly expect to have some sort of con-
tinuing defense cooperation with Russia, and
they are certainly welcome to be a part of this.

Go ahead, Rita [Rita Braver, CBS News].

Bosnia

Q. On the subject of Bosnia, earlier today
you said that NATO would be reasserting its
warning against the strangulation of Sarajevo.
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You said if we're going to reassert this warning,
it cannot be seen as mere rhetoric. Yet, NATO
has done nothing in Bosnia really. What changed
today after your meeting?

The President. Well, let me point out, NATO
has done everything that the United Nations
has asked it to do. With our allies, we have
conducted the longest airlift in history to bring
supplies to the people of Bosnia. We have sup-
ported working with our allies” operations in the
Adriatic and other operations designed to sup-
port the embargo. We have supported the no-
fly zone. We have done everything the United
Nations has asked us to do.

What we are going to discuss tonight in great-
er detail—let me say, I don’t want to say any—
I'll be glad to talk about my comment today,
but I do want to tell you we're going to have
more discussions about this tonight at dinner.

The point I was trying to make today that
Secretary General Woerner also wanted to make
was that if we were going to restate, in effect,
the warning we adopted in August that if Sara-
jevo were subject to undue and continued shell-
ing in a way that threatened it significantly—
and there was more shelling today—that we
would consider having air strikes, that we had
to be prepared to do that. And I can tell you
that on behalf of the United States that if the
facts warrant that, we would certainly ask the
North Atlantic Council to take it up. That is,
we would ask all of our allies and NATO to
consider an appropriate response. Now, there’s
still the U.N. to deal with and other things,
but we believe we should go forward.

The question of what we can do to get a
peace in Bosnia, however, I want to caution
you, goes far beyond that. That is, it depends
upon the willingness of all the parties to agree
to a reasonable settlement. And what may be
appropriate in dealing with relieving the siege
of Sarajevo may or may not actually hasten an
end to the war. So well be discussing that in
greater detail.

Helen [Helen Thomas, United Press Inter-
national]?

Q. Youre not ready for the air strikes yet,
sir?

The President. Well, let me say, what I want
to do at this meeting—this meeting is not about
air strikes. This meeting is about whether we’re
going to reaffirm our position. I can just tell
you that the United States would be prepared
to ask the North Atlantic Council to consider

that if the siege of Sarajevo continues and the
facts warrant it.

Partnership For Peace

Q. You made one of the toughest statements
you ever have made for an international group.
What was the response of the allies? I mean,
how did they take it? Did they say they would
go along?

The President. Well, we're going to talk about
it tonight. Some did; some have not commented
yet. But let me say today the most important
thing and the thing we talked about today was
our agreement on the strategy for reaching out
to the East. Over the long run, that will have
a greater significance, in my judgment, for the
future of Europe than whatever is or is not
done with the tragedy in Bosnia at this late
date. So we spent most of our time today
fleshing out, dealing with, working through this
whole concept of the Partnership For Peace.
And I was, frankly, very gratified that so many
of the leaders of the other countries believe
that it is the right way to go and understand
it's not just a compromise but it’s a vibrant
concept that gives us a chance to build the
best possible future for Europe. That to me
was the best thing we were doing.

Terry [Terence Hunt, Associated Press]?

Ukraine

Q. Mr. President, what assurances do you
have from President Kravchuk that he can sell
this arms deal to his Parliament this time? There
have been difficulties in the past. And what are
the costs, sir?

The President. Well, let me say, first of all,
that—let me deal with the cost first. As you
all know—and then I'll get to the other point—
you all know how the Nunn-Lugar funds work.
The only cost to the United States taxpayers
in this agreement will be the continuation of
the Nunn-Lugar program, that is, the funds that
we provide to help people dismantle their nu-
clear weapons. What does Ukraine get out of
this? They get security assurances that go with
this sort of agreement. That is, once you become
a nonnuclear state, the states that have nuclear
weapons promise not to use them against you
ever, under any circumstances. They get various
kinds of technical assistance to carry out this.
And they get paid for their highly enriched ura-
nium. They are compensated. That is a commer-
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cial transaction involving no cost to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. So there is no cost.

In terms of the assurances, let me say that
President Kravchuk has continued to work on—
progress on previous agreements he has made.
He has shown, I think, great courage in the
last few months in working through this very
difficult and complex set of negotiations with
us that has involved me, the Vice President,
the State Department, and everybody else that’s
appropriate on our side. And we have no reason
to doubt the ability of the President to keep
the commitment that he is prepared to make.

Middle East Peace Process

Q. Mr. President, now that you have a deal
with Ukraine, what can we anticipate Sunday

when you meet with Syrian President Asad? Will
there be some sort of dramatic announcement
there, as well?

The President. T've already got—you know,
we've already bunched too many stories in one
day, haven’t we? [Laughter] I really can’t—I
can’t say any more at this point than you already
know about that. We're going to try to keep
the Middle East peace process going.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President’s 39th news conference
began at 6:42 p.m. at the Conrad Hotel. In his
remarks, he referred to Vladimir Zhirinovsky,
leader of the Liberal Democratic Party in Russia.

Remarks and an Exchange With Reporters in Brussels

January 10, 1994

NATO Summit

The President. As you know, we had a good,
long dinner tonight. And we talked about only
two subjects; we talked about Russia and Bosnia.
We spent the first half, perhaps more than half
the dinner, on Russia. And I basically gave a
report about what I would be doing in Russia,
and they gave me their advice about what we
could do to strengthen the process of reform,
create a system of support for people who had
been dislocated economically, how we could
build a better partnership with Russia and have
the kind of future we want, with Russia being
a great nation but a nonaggressive one. And
it was very, very helpful. I mean, they had very
keen insights, and a lot of them had just been
there, so it was helpful.

Then we talked about Bosnia at some length.
And T urged that we stay with the present com-
munique, the present policy, which gives us the
right to ask the U.N. for permission to use air
strikes if Sarajevo continues to be shelled. We
discussed some other options and agreed that
we would have another discussion tomorrow
about it.

So I can’t say that there was any conclusion
reached except that I do believe we'll stay with
our present policy. I think the language in the
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communique will stay in, and well have some
other discussions about it tomorrow morning.

Bosnia

Q. Was there an agreement to ask the U.N.
permission to use air strikes?

The President. No, because under the proce-
dure, what would happen is one of the member
states would have to ask the North Atlantic
Council, our military group, to review it to say
it was appropriate and then to go to the U.N.
So I think, plainly, we know that if the language
stays in there and if the shelling continues, there
will have to be some action taken.

So I think you can tell by what happens to-
morrow. If we keep the language, which I hope
and believe we will, then it's basically up to
the behavior of those who are shelling Sarajevo,
principally the Serbs. We’ll just have to see what
happens.

Aid to Russia

Q. With regard to Russia, is there a larger
economic plan envisioned?

The President. Well, what they talked about
today was—first of all, we have quite a large
plan. We've got to dislodge some of the money
that we've committed that was tied up in the
international institutions. They all believe that
we needed a combination of two things: We
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need to try to speed up the privatization, be-
cause in the end that was the real guarantor
of reform—and Russia has done a phenomenal
job of privatizing industries, thousands just in
the last year—and secondly, that we needed
some sort of social support network, an unem-
ployment system, a retraining system, a system
to train people to manage and operate busi-

nesses and banks that will enable people to deal
with the dislocations that are coming. And that’s
basically what we talked about.

NOTE: The President spoke at approximately 11
p-m. in the Grand Place. A tape was not available
for verification of the content of these remarks.

Letter on Withdrawal of the Nomination of Morton H. Halperin To Be an

Assistant Secretary of Defense
January 10, 1994

Dear Mort:

I have received your letter asking that I not
resubmit your nomination to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Democracy and Peace-
keeping. With deep appreciation for your will-
ingness to serve our country and with real re-
gret, I accept your request.

Yours is a superb record of service and ac-
complishment dating back over 30 years. Your
qualifications speak for themselves, and I am
pleased to hear that your willingness to serve
my Administration continues unabated.

At the same time, I appreciate your under-
standing of the circumstances involved in a new
Secretary of Defense coming on board and the

tradition of Cabinet officers having the freedom
to select subordinates.

I am confident that this Administration will
continue to benefit from your talent and counsel
and hope that you will be available for other
suitable assignments.

Sincerely,

BiLL CLINTON

NotE: The Office of the Press Secretary also
made available Mr. Halperin’s letter requesting
that his nomination to be Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Democracy and Peacekeeping be
withdrawn.

Remarks to the American Business Community in Brussels

January 11, 1994

Thank you very much. Thank you, Jim, and
good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I got here
in time to hear the last several moments of
the Secretary of State’s remarks and all that
stuff where he was bragging on me, and it re-
minded me of Clinton’s fourth law of politics,
which is whenever possible be preceded on the
platform by someone you've appointed to an
important position. [Laughter]

Nonetheless, we did have a good day yester-
day, the United States did, and I think the At-
lantic alliance did. I came here to Europe hop-
ing that together we might begin to realize the
full promise of the end of the cold war, recog-
nizing clearly that this is a difficult economic

time in Europe, there are still profound difficul-
ties in the United States, and that is having
an impact on the politics of Europe and of the
United States and of what we might do.

Nonetheless, it seemed to me that the time
had come to try to define, here on the verge
of the 21st century, what the elements of a
new security in Europe and in the United States
should be in the aftermath of the cold war,
one premised not on the division of Europe
but on the possibility of its integration, its polit-
ical integration around democracies, its eco-
nomic integration around market economics, and
its defense integration around mutual defense
cooperation.
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Yesterday when the NATO alliance adopted
the concept of the Partnership For Peace, we
did what I believe history will record as a very
important thing. We opened up the possibility
of expanded NATO membership to nations to
our east, not only all the former Warsaw Pact
countries but also other non-NATO members
in Europe, all who wish to begin to work on
joint planning and operations with us and to
work toward being able to assume the full re-
sponsibilities of membership. But we did it in
a way by opening up the possibility to everyone
and making no decisions now. We did it in
a way that did not have the United States and
NATO prematurely drawing another line in Eu-
rope to divide it in a different way but instead
gave us a chance to work for the best possible
future for Europe, one that includes not only
the countries of Eastern Europe but also coun-
tries that were part of the former Soviet Union
and indeed Russia itself. So we have made, I
think, a very good beginning in the right way.

We also are going to have today the first
summit with the European Union after the rati-
fication of the Maastricht Treaty, to begin to
talk about what we can do together to rebuild
the rate of economic growth and opportunity
here and throughout the world.

Our firms, our American firms, are deeply
woven into the fabric of Europe’s economies.
Over 60 percent of all the overseas profits of
American companies come from Europe. We
have 225 billion American dollars invested here,
employing nearly 3 million Western Europeans
alone. And back home, trade with Europe gen-
erated $120 billion worth of exports and about
2% million jobs in 1993. We all know—you
know better than I—that this continent favors,
excuse me, faces high unemployment and very
sluggish growth rates. We also see that in Japan.
And even though in our country the unemploy-
ment rate is coming down, we see in every
advanced economy great difficulty today in cre-
ating jobs and generating higher incomes even
when people are working harder and working
smarter.

The renewal of the Atlantic economies is crit-
ical to the future of America and, I would argue,
critical to the future of our alliance. For in
a democracy, as we have seen time and time
again in votes at home, in votes in Europe,
and in votes in Russia, when people feel that
they are anchored and stable and secure, when
they believe they will be rewarded for their
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work, when they believe that the future will
be better than the past, they vote in a certain
way. When they are in economic and emotional
free fall, when they feel disoriented, when they
don’t know whether the future will be better
than the past, they often vote in another way
and in ways that, indeed, make their futures
even more difficult and life for all peoples more
difficult.

When I became President, it seemed to me
that my first order of business ought to be to
put our own economic house in order. And so
we worked hard to reverse the exploding deficits
of the last 12 years, to begin to invest in our
own people, to try to do it in a way that would
keep interest rates low and inflation low and
turn the tide of private investment in the United
States. We have begun to do that. Last year
more new jobs came into our economy than
in the previous 4 years. Millions of Americans
refinanced their homes and businesses. Con-
sumer confidence at the end of the year rose
to its highest level in many years, and people
began to believe that they could pay their debts
and control their lives. In November, delin-
quencies on home mortgage payments in Amer-
ica reached a 19-year low. So we are beginning
to believe that we have some discipline, some
control of our own destiny.

We also had to make a tough decision in
America last year as a people, and that is wheth-
er we could grow internally or whether we could
continue to grow by reaching out to compete
and win in a global economy and helping our
friends and neighbors to grow. That debate was,
I suppose, captured more clearly for the people
of our Nation and the people of the world in
the congressional debate over NAFTA than in
any other thing.

But the issue was bigger and in some ways
simpler than that. It seems to me clearly that
there is no way in a global economy for a
wealthy country to grow wealthier, to generate
more jobs, and to raise incomes unless there
are more customers for its goods and services
and customers beyond its own national borders,
and that the United States can ill afford to be
in the vanguard of those running away from
that idea and instead should be in the vanguard
of those promoting it. That’s really what the
NAFTA vote was all about.

To be sure, those who voted against NAFTA
were responding to very legitimate pressures and
very real fears, for workers all over the world
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believe now that they are too fungible, relatively
unimportant to people who control their jobs
and their lives, and that in the flash of an eye
their jobs and their livelihoods could be taken
away by someone who can move money, infor-
mation across the globe in a millisecond and
indeed who can move management and tech-
nology across the globe in a short amount of
time.

And so it is going to be a continuing challenge
for us to keep Americans outward looking, com-
mitted to open trade and more open markets
and still, at the same time, to make our working
people more secure in the sense not that they
will be able to hold the job they have, because
they won’t—the average American will now
change jobs seven or eight times in a lifetime—
but they must know that they are employable,
that they will have their basic health care needs
and the needs of their families taken care of,
and that they will have a chance to make the
changes that will dominate at least the foresee-
able decades of the 2Ist century changes that
are friendly, not hostile to them. And that is
our challenge as we begin the next session of
Congress in 1994.

But because of the NAFTA agreement and
because of the meeting that we had in Wash-
ington State with the leaders of the Asian-Pacific
region, there was a new energy given to the
prospect of successfully concluding the GATT
round. And after 7 years of frustration and
progress, we were able to do that. I was not
fully satisfied with the round. It was obviously
not perfect from any nation’s point of view, and
there are clearly many things that still have to
be done. But there is no doubt in my mind
that it was in the interest of the United States
to conclude the GATT round successfully, that
it will lead to the creation of hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs in our Nation alone and millions
worldwide by the end of the decade. [Applause]
One person believed that. [Laughter]

And I think now we have to ask ourselves
where we go beyond GATT. There are several
issues, of course, that we need to take up with
our European friends and with others around
the globe. And we will take them up.

We also have to deal with the structural chal-
lenges facing our economies, the economies of
the advanced nations. In March we're going to
have a jobs conference in the United States.
We have a lot to learn from some European
countries about training and retraining of the

work force. They have something to learn, per-
haps, from us in flexibility of the work force
and mobility of the work force and the creation
of an entrepreneurial environment that will en-
able unemployment to be driven down to lower
levels. But it is clear that together, along with
our friends in Japan, we all have to learn some-
thing about how to make technological and
other changes that are going on lead not only
to higher productivity but the ability of working
people to be rewarded for that productivity and
the ability of nations to create more employment
within their national borders.

Beyond that, let me emphasize that when I
leave here today after the European Union sum-
mit, I am going on to Prague to meet with
the leaders of the Visegrad countries. And it
seems to me that it is folly to believe that we
can integrate Europe through NATO or just on
the basis of affinity for democracies, unless we
are also committed to the economic integration
of all of Europe and to reaching out to our
east.

I will be urging the leaders of the European
Union today to work with the United States
to further reduce trade barriers and increase
trade and investment to our east. Today I say
to all of you, I hope that you are representing
companies that as a result of the activities taking
place in these few days will take another and
harder look about your prospects in Central and
Eastern Europe and beyond, because without
private investment we cannot hope to have pri-
vate economic development.

Oh, I know we have a lot to do in Russia.
I know we have a lot to do in the other states
of the former Soviet Union and still some work
to do in Eastern Europe. And we are doing
that. I am going on to Russia after I leave
Prague. But in the end, private investment and
the development of successful private sectors
will determine the future of European integra-
tion economically. And without it, I don’t be-
lieve we can hope to sustain the military and
political ties that we are building up.

So I ask you to do that. The United States
Government has worked hard to eliminate out-
dated export controls and to support American
companies in Europe. We hope that in turn
you will feel emboldened to make more invest-
ments further east and to do what you can to
improve our prospects to generate higher levels
of trade and investment across national borders
in ways that benefit people everywhere. For in
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the end, governments do not create wealth, peo-
ple like you do.

Soon your efforts will be sending goods back
and forth through the Chunnel. Your capital al-
ready is building bonds of commerce and cul-
ture across the Atlantic. You are in many ways
the pioneers of the new Europe we are trying
to ensure. Just by instinct, you will want the
kind of integration that we have to work for
around the political conference tables. Your de-
termination to enter new markets is a hallmark

The President’s News Conference in
January 11, 1994

The President. Good morning. As all of you
know, this historic summit meeting of the North
Atlantic Council was my first NATO meeting.
I'm glad we were able to accomplish as much
as we did here. I'm convinced that history will
record this meeting as a major step in building
a new security for the transatlantic community.

I'm very pleased that our NATO allies ap-
proved our proposal for the Partnership For
Peace. I believe it will help our alliance to meet
Europe’s new challenges, and I'm pleased by
the response the Partnership has already gen-
erated from nations who have contacted us and
said they are interested in being a part of it.

Ultimately, the Partnership will lead to the
enlargement of NATO and help us to build a
security based not on Europe’s divisions but on
the potential of its integration. I look forward
to working with NATO leaders in the coming
months to prepare for exercises with the states
that join the Partnership and to work on the
next steps towards NATO’s enlargement.

Today NATO also took dramatic steps to pre-
pare for its new post-cold-war missions by call-
ing for the creation of combined joint task
forces. These task forces will make NATO’s mili-
tary structures more flexible and will prepare
the alliance for nontraditional missions. They
will also help us to put the Partnership For
Peace into action by serving as the vehicle for
Eastern militaries to operate with NATO forces,
something that General Joulwan will begin to
prepare for immediately.

I'm pleased that during this summit NATO
began to address the threat posed by the pro-
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of the American spirit and can help make the
21st century an American century as well.

I hope you will do that. I assure you that
we will work hard to do our part.

Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President spoke at 8:06 a.m. at the
Conrad Hotel. In his remarks, he referred to Jim
Prouty, president, American Chamber of Com-
merce.

Brussels

liferation of weapons of mass destruction. The
agreement that the United States will sign with
Ukraine and Russia this Friday will also make
a major contribution to reducing that threat.
With the end of the cold war, we no longer
face the threat of confrontation between nuclear
powers, but we do face continuing conflicts, in-
cluding the reality of the murderous conflict in
Bosnia. At this meeting we discussed candidly
and at some length NATO’s policy towards Bos-
nia. We reaffirmed our commitment to respond
to the strangulation of Sarajevo and to help to
implement an enforceable peace agreement if
one is reached by all the parties.

I want to discuss this with some precision,
if T might. The United States last evening in
our discussions took a very strong position that
we ought to reaffirm our air warning, that is,
the possibility of the use of air power to relieve
the strangulation or in retaliation for the stran-
gulation of Sarajevo, but that the language ought
to be left in our policy if, and only if, we were
prepared to follow through. And I made it clear
that for our part, we were prepared to follow
through, and therefore, we supported leaving
the language in. But along with the Secretary
General, T urged our allies not to leave it in
unless we were prepared to follow through, on
the theory that we should not say things that
we do not intend to do.

In addition to that, I supported the United
Kingdom and France and their call for plans
to ensure that we can complete the bloc rotation
of troops to Srebrenica, so that that can take
place, the exchange of the Canadians for the
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Dutch forces, and to explore how Tuzla airstrip
might be opened. Now, either of these activities
could require the use of NATO, including
United States air power. We also have a con-
tinuing commitment to and the opportunity to
use air power to protect the United Nations
troops there if that is needed for close air sup-
port.

Now, these are the actions which have been
taken. In other words, we have reaffirmed our
position of last August, which is an important
thing to have done in light of the recent shelling
of Sarajevo. We have instructed our military
command to come up with plans to see what
can be done to ensure the rotation of the troops
in Srebrenica and the opening of the Tuzla air-
strip. And those plans, as has been said by the
Secretary General, can include the use of air
power.

Let me just mention one or two other things.
While the WEU and other European inter-
national bodies would play an important role
in meeting the security challenges in Europe
in the coming years, I still believe that NATO
remains the linchpin of our mutual security. And
so, as we finish this summit, I want to say a
special word of thanks to Secretary General
Woerner for his remarkable leadership. I have
had the opportunity now to meet and work with
many leaders around the world. He is a genuine
statesman. He understands what is at stake here.
He has a vision of the future, and he leads
this alliance with great vision and discipline. And
I thank him for that.

I also want to thank the other NATO leaders
for their hospitality and especially the Prime
Minister of Belgium and the people of Belgium
and Brussels for their hospitality to us. I believe
this was a very successful meeting. They had
accomplished everything that I hoped, and I
think as the years go by we will be glad that
it occurred.

Bosnia

Q. Could you please tell us whether or not
there was unanimous belief by the NATO allies
that these air strikes could go forward, or is
there something that still needs to be done be-
fore you can actually commit to movement?

The President. There was unanimous—and I
want to be very clear on this—there was unani-
mous support for the policy as it is written.
Everybody voted for it. In order to trigger the
air strikes, what must happen? I want to empha-

size two things. One is, whether they occur or
not depends upon the behavior of the Bosnian
Serbs from this moment forward. Secondly,
based on that behavior, our military personnel
will take this issue back to the NAC in our
absence, and we will deal with it. And of course,
we will consult with the U.N. if it is something
that involves the use of air power other than
to give support to the U.N. forces as already
approved.

So that is what I think—at that point, we’ll
deal with the facts. Some of us, I think it’s
clear, were stronger than others about the ap-
propriateness of it under the circumstances that
we now know about or could imagine. But I
think the accurate thing is there was unanimous
support for the policy, which means everybody
who voted for it recognized that air power might
well be used. What happens now depends upon
the behavior of the combatants, principally the
Bosnian Serbs, and what the military com-
manders come back and recommend.

Partnership For Peace and NATO

Q. When you get to Prague, in light of this
meeting and in light of your own feelings, will
you be in a position to tell at least some of
the Visegrad leaders that they are in fact on
a fast track toward membership in NATO?

The President. 1 think T'll be in a position
to tell them, number one, the purpose of the
Partnership For Peace is to open the possibility
of NATO’s enlargement as well as to give all
the former Warsaw Pact countries and other
non-NATO nations in Europe the chance to co-
operate with us militarily, that NATO is an alli-
ance with mutual responsibilities as well as the
security guarantee. And we are clearly serious
about pursuing this, including ultimate member-
ship, as evidenced by the fact that the Secretary
General said in his closing remarks—I don’t
know what he said here in the press conference
because I didn’t hear it—he said in his closing
remarks that General Joulwan would imme-
diately contact the military leaders of these
countries, including the Visegrad countries, to
talk about how we could begin planning for
mutual operations in training and exercise.

So I think that they will clearly understand
that this is a very serious proposal that opens
the possibility of membership, not one that lim-
its it.

29



Jan. 11 / Administration of William |. Clinton, 1994

Bosnia

Q. Mr. President, the Secretary General said
in his remarks that the instrument is there re-
garding Bosnia and other threats, but he’s not
sure that the will is there. Now, you just men-
tioned unanimity. It was a unanimous vote, as
we understand it, last August for the same pol-
icy, yet many attacks have taken place in Sara-
jevo and have been unanswered by NATO. So
first, do you think that there is a greater will
now; do you sense a greater determination de-
spite the misgivings of those peacekeepers on
the ground? And secondly, is there a lower
threshold, do you think, given this language that
the British and the French, we understand, pro-
posed on Tuzla and Srebrenica? Is there a lower
threshold to use air power in those instances
than for the wider air attacks regarding Sara-
jevo?

The President. 1 would make two points in
response to your question. One is, I don’t know
that the threshold is lower, but there are more
instances in which air power can be used now
under the NATO policy. That is, clearly the
policy asks our military command to explain how
we can guarantee the troop rotation in
Srebrenica and how we can open the airstrip
at Tuzla, including the use of air power. So
there are clearly more opportunities for it.

Secondly, is there still a difference of opinion
about whether and how quickly we should use
air power, especially to relieve a shelling of Sara-
jevo? I think on today’s facts there are clearly
some differences among the allies. And let me
just mention one consideration. Those countries
that have troops there are understandably con-
cerned about the danger to their troops. If we
use air power, are they more likely to be retali-
ated against? On the other hand, I think they’re
closer to being willing to use it than they were
in August because a lot of them are very sen-
sitive to the fact that their troops seem to be
in more danger now than they were in August
and that their casualties are increasing.

So do I think we are closer to real unanimity
than we were in August? I do. Would they all
vote the same in a given-fact situation? I don’t
know. That's why I think it depends largely on
what the Bosnian Serbs do.

Q. Given the fact that there is still some dif-
ference of opinion, doesn’t this come close to
failing your own test from your intervention,
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that why threaten if youre not going to have
the will to

The President. But 1 believe, based on what
several of them said to me privately, they are
more prepared to deal with this than they were
in August. That is, Secretary General Woerner
and I both said, “Let us not put this language
back in unless we mean it. Let us clearly under-
stand that we must mean it if we put it in
this time.” And they voted unanimously to put
it in. And afterward several of them came to
me privately and said, “Of course, we have res-
ervations about what happens to our troops, but
we have reservations about what happens to our
troops under the status quo, and we are pre-
pared to go forward with this.”

Q. Concerning Bosnia, can we say today that
you and President Mitterrand are on the same
wavelength; do you agree, no more bones of
contention?

The President. Yes. I've been a little surprised
by the press reports that indicate to the con-
trary. I strongly supported President Mitterrand
and Prime Minister Major’s amendment adding
Tuzla and Srebrenica to the resolution. I did
not support substituting Tuzla and Srebrenica
for the general commitment to use air power
to relieve the siege of Sarajevo, for a very im-
portant reason. I think that it will be very hard
for the U.N. mission to succeed. That is, keep
in mind what the U.N. mission is doing, by
the way, folks. We have the longest airlift in
history there. We are trying to enforce the em-
bargo. We are trying to enforce the no-fly zone.
In other words, we are trying to contain the
combat and the loss and trying to keep open
humanitarian aid, hoping that we can all do
something to convince all three sides that they
have a real interest in stopping killing each other
and taking whatever agreement they can get
now.

Now, I believe if Sarajevo is destroyed and
cannot function as a center for all kinds of ac-
tivities, it will be very difficult for the U.N.
mission to succeed. The French and the British
have troops on the ground there. They naturally
have more reservation about the use of air
power in response to the shelling of Sarajevo
than nations that may not have troops on the
ground there. I understand that. They agreed
with my position, and I strongly agreed with
theirs. I do not believe there is a difference
of opinion between us on this policy now.
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Ukraine

Q. The Ukrainian opposition is now saying
that President Kravchuk does not have the au-
thority to go ahead and sign an agreement, and
there’s also some sign from some Ukrainian offi-
cials who are saying that the terms of a final
agreement are yet to be determined. How sure
are you at this point that this deal will not
fall apart?

The President. Well, 1 believe President
Kravchuk will honor the deal. They've already
started to dismantle the missiles. And I think
that the other thing that's very important to
emphasize here is that this agreement guaran-
tees compensation for Ukraine for their highly
enriched uranium, something they have wanted
and demanded. And so I think, as the details
of it become known in the Rada, there will
be more support for it.

Let me just try to give you an American anal-
ogy here, if T might. It’s not an exact analogy,
but when President Bush signed the original
NAFTA treaty—or when we approved the side
agreements with the NAFTA, we didn’t know
at the time whether everybody in Congress
would think it was a wonderful idea or ratify
it or try to derail it. But we went through with
it, and eventually the United States stood firm
behind it. Executives often have to sell to their
legislative branches what they know is in the
national interest of their country.

This agreement reached by President
Kravchuk, I think, was reached with the full
understanding in his mind that he would have
to sell it but that it contained advantages for
Ukraine far more than had previously been rec-
ognized. And I think, as they know more about
the details and the facts, that he will prevail
there. And I expect the agreement to stand up,
because it’s clearly in the interest of the country.
They get far more than they give up on this.

Russia

Q. Have you spoken with President Yeltsin
about Bosnia, and does he agree with what you
describe as a new resolve to deal with it?

The President. No, we have not had this dis-
cussion. But last August when all this came up,
the Russians knew that what we were doing
was taking a position with regard to the use
of air power that was clearly tied to behavior
by the Bosnian Serbs. And at the time, and
I think still, no one considered that the United
Nations mission could proceed and could func-
tion if Sarajevo were completely destroyed. No
one believed that. So I don’t believe that any-
thing that happened today, once fully under-
stood—I'm sure we’ll have the chance to talk
about it in some detail—I don’t believe that
anything that happened today will undermine
the understandings that we have with the
Russians.

Thank you very much.

Ukraine

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. 1 don’t want to say that. What
I'm trying to tell you is that that's why I said
it was not an exact analogy. What I'm saying
is that any time an executive makes a deal in
any country in the world with a legislative
branch, there are going to be people in the
legislative branch who dont agree with it or
who just don’t know if they can agree with it
until they know what the facts of it are. Thats
the only point I'm trying to make. I am not
making any judgment about how the Ukrainian
Government works but simply that this always
happens. This shouldn’t surprise anybody. This
always happens. Every decision any executive
makes is going to be second-guessed by people
of the legislature. It’s almost the way the sys-
tem’s set up.

NoOTE: The President’s 40th news conference
began at 10:50 a.m. in the Joseph Luns Theatre
at NATO Headquarters. In his remarks, he re-
ferred to Gen. George A. Joulwan, Supreme Al-
lied Commander, Europe.
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The President’s News Conference With European Union Leaders in

Brussels
January 11, 1994

President Clinton. Thank you very much. We
have just had a very productive meeting, Presi-
dent Delors and Prime Minister Papandreou
and I. As I have said many times in the last
few days, I came to Brussels in the hope of
working with the leaders of Europe to build
a broader and more integrated Europe. At the
heart of this new concept of security is the
economic vitality of the relationship between the
United States and the European Union. The
EU remains America’s most valued partner in
trade and investment. A strong relationship be-
tween us is good for America. It can help to
generate more jobs, more growth, more oppor-
tunities for workers and businesses at home as
well as for those here in Europe.

That is one of the reasons that our administra-
tion strongly supported the Maastricht Treaty.
We believe a strong and more unified Europe
makes for a more effective economic and polit-
ical partner. I think we proved that through
our combined efforts to lead the world to a
new GATT agreement in December.

One key to achieving that accord came last
spring when President Delors agreed to join me
in focusing on market access at last year's G—
7 summit. 'm committed to deepening our rela-
tionship with the EU through regular meetings
at all levels to continue to address other con-
cerns as we address the market access concern
and as we work together to get a new GATT
agreement.

I have argued in my own country that to
advance the global economy and to advance the
interests of American workers as well, we must
compete, not retreat. All advanced economies
can only generate more jobs and higher incomes
when they have more people beyond their bor-
ders to buy their goods and services. Therefore,
we must continue our efforts to expand global
growth and world markets. The GATT agree-
ment will help in that regard. I am convinced
it will create millions of jobs in the global econ-
omy between now and the end of the decade.
But we also have responsibilities, the United
States, the EU, and others, to continue our own
efforts toward open trade and more global
growth.
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In today’s meeting, we discussed four ways
in which we can build on the momentum gen-
erated by the GATT agreement. First, we
stressed the need to finalize and ratify the
agreement. The agreement itself was an impres-
sive breakthrough, but there are several areas
in which we did not reach full agreement. I
emphasized today our strong desire to resolve
our outstanding differences. We also agreed that
further market access offers from Japan and
from other countries are also needed to meet
the ambitious goals on which we agreed. The
U.S. and the EU cannot alone create the open
markets the world needs. We think it is clearly
time for the other great economic power, Japan,
to join us in this effort to open markets.

Second, we agreed on the importance of put-
ting jobs at the center of our trade and eco-
nomic agenda. Today, the nations of the Euro-
pean Union are facing high and persistent rates
of unemployment and sluggish growth. In the
United States, we have begun to generate more
jobs, but our Nation still has a long way to
go before our unemployment is at an acceptable
level and before our workers begin to generate
more income when they work harder. The re-
newal of each of our economies will benefit
all of them. We discussed some of the innovative
ideas contained in the Delors white paper. Presi-
dent Delors and Prime Minister Papandreou
both make very thoughtful comments about the
kinds of things we could do to generate more
job growth both in Europe and the United
States. And we look forward to pursuing those
ideas at the jobs conference in Washington this
spring and again at the G-7 summit this July.

Third, we agreed to explore the next genera-
tion of trade issues. I suggested that the suc-
cessor agenda to the Uruguay round should in-
clude issues such as the impact of environmental
policies on trade, antitrust and other competition
policies, and labor standards, something that I
think we must, frankly, address. While we con-
tinue to tear down anticompetitive practices and
other barriers to trade, we simply have to assure
that our economic policies also protect the envi-
ronment and the well-being of workers. And
as we bring others into the orbit of global trade,
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people who can benefit from the investment
and trading opportunities we offer, we must en-
sure that their policies benefit the interest of
their workers and our common interest in en-
hancing environmental protection throughout
the globe. That is exactly what we tried to do
with the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. And in the coming months I look forward
to continuing discussions on these issues with
our EU partners.

Finally, we discussed the imperative of help-
ing to integrate the new market democracies
of Europe’s eastern half into the transatlantic
community. Yesterday, NATO took an historic
step in this direction with the Partnership For
Peace. We must match that effort by helping
to ensure that our markets are open to the prod-
ucts of Eastern Europe. Ultimately, the further
integration of Europe can be a future source
of jobs and prosperity for both the United States
and Western Europe as these nations become
increasingly productive and, therefore, increas-
ingly able to serve as consumers in the global
economy.

We have already begun to open our markets
to these new democracies. And I have urged
that both the United States and the EU explore
additional ways in which we can further open
our markets to the nations to our east. Our
trade relations are a source of strength, a source
of jobs, a source of prosperity.

I look forward to continuing these discussions
in the future. We had a lot of very good specific
discussions this morning on the jobs issue in
particular. And we intend to continue to work
together and to make progress together.

Thank you very much.

President Andreas Papandreou. President
Clinton, in this very brief presentation, has cov-
ered the issues that we discussed today. He
has done so in a very complete way, so I will
make two or three comments and not more.

To begin with, we have the revitalization of
transatlantic relations, relations between Europe,
the European Union, and the United States of
America. It is very important for President Clin-
ton that European integration, the great objec-
tive of a united Europe, is very important.

Now, the other important issue is an opening
towards Eastern Europe. The walls separating
the East from the West have been dismantled.
We do not want any further divisions in Europe.
But we should not ignore the dangers that may
confront us on this road. Russia is involved in

a very difficult economic, political, and social
reform. And we would like to contribute in any
way we can so that this road will lead to a
modern economy, to a peaceful policy, and to
a just society. We hope that that will be the
final outcome of this process.

Now, the third point which is directly linked
to what we have mentioned so far is a Partner-
ship For Peace. We have to work together for
peace. This is a great concept. We should con-
sider ways of working together in the area of
defense in connection with problems arising due
to crises, due to nationalist fanaticism, due to
conflicts in Europe or at the periphery. Crisis
management is a very important objective. Mili-
tary cooperation without Eastern European
countries being members of NATO but coopera-
tion between them and NATO is not a threat
for Russia but rather an invitation to Russia
to contribute constructively.

I will not embark on the problem of the Eu-
ropean economy. Mr. Delors will speak about
this problem. But the truth is that there are
three regions in which we have both unemploy-
ment and recession: Europe, Japan, and the
United States. Now, the United States have
started an upswing,

We are faced with a very serious problem
in connection with employment, and we will
have to live with this problem for many years
unless we manage to find a radical solution.
It is not the right time to go into the details
of these solutions. Now, this is what I wanted
to say at the present juncture.

So, President Delors.

President Jacques Delors. Questions imme-
diately, because this is more interesting than
what I could add. President Papandreou has
spoken on behalf of the Community.

Bosnia

Q. Helen Thomas, UPI, United Press Inter-
national. Back to NATO, Mr. President. What
makes you think that the Serbs will take the
threat seriously now since NATO has been the
boy crying wolf in the past? And what really
has stiffened everybody’s spine now after 2 years
of shelling, bombing, slaughter?

President Clinton. Well, keep in mind now,
the resolution was directed toward a specific
set of circumstances. NATO reaffirmed the Au-
gust position that if Sarajevo was subject to
strangulation, defined as large-scale shelling, that
air power from NATO could be used as a re-
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sponse to that. And then today, there were
added two conditions that we asked our military
leadership to come up with, plans to ensure
that the troop replacement in Srebrenica could
proceed and to see whether the airstrip at Tuzla
could be opened.

I can only tell you what happened in the
meetings. The Secretary General of NATO and
I both said that these steps should not be called
for unless everyone voting in the affirmative was
prepared to see them through. And there was
an explicit discussion of that. So I think that
the continued deterioration of conditions, the
frustration of all of us that no peace agreement
has been made, and that explicit debate should
give this vote the credibility that I believe it
deserves.

The Global Economy

Q. Listening to what you said about growth
and jobs and also defense of the environment
and social rights, I'm very struck by how similar
your language is to the proposals which Presi-
dent Delors recently put to the European heads
of government. Would you acknowledge that
your thinking on these issues is very largely con-
vergent? And what would you say to some peo-
ple who responded in this Union by saying now
is no time to be unduly concerned about work-
ers’ rights or the environment, that this can be
no priority when we are tackling mass unem-
ployment? It's a debate we’ve had here in the
Union. I wonder how you would advise people
in that respect here.

President Clinton. First of all, I think it is
fair to say that President Delors and I share
a lot of common ideas. Prime Minister
Papandreou and I have shared some ideas. I've
read some of his thoughts and interviews. I
think any person who seriously studies this issue,
who studies income trends in the United States,
who studies job trends in Europe, who studies
now what is happening in Japan, will reach the
conclusion that every wealthy country in the
world is having great difficulty creating jobs and
raising incomes and that there are some com-
mon elements to this malady which have to be
addressed.

Now, let me say in response to the two issues
you've raised, first of all, with regard to the
environment, I believe that dealing with the en-
vironment creates jobs, doesn’t cost jobs if you
do it in the right way. And I think we now
have about 20 years of evidence that supports
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that, that if you have the right sort of sensible
environmental policy and if you finance it in
the right way, you will create jobs, not cost
jobs. Much of the environmental cleanup that
is sensible requires the development of tech-
nologies and the generation of high-wage jobs
which will be virtually exclusively the province
of the same countries that are having trouble
creating jobs.

With regard to workers’ rights, I would re-
spond in two ways. First of all, if in order to
create jobs we have to give up all the supports
that we have worked hard for over decades for
working families, then we may wind up paying
the same political price and social price. That
is, we do not want to see the collapse of the
middle class in Europe or in the United States.
What we want to do is to rebuild and strengthen
the middle class.

If you look at the vote in Russia, if you look
at the recent vote in Poland, you see what hap-
pens in democracies when middle class people
feel that the future will be worse than the
present. So if youre going to ask for changes
in the system of support, those changes have
to be done in a way that increase the sense
of security that middle class, working class fami-
lies have in all these countries.

Secondly, the issue of worker rights and the
issue of the environment should be seen from
our prospective as a global one. That is, if you
look at what Ambassador Kantor negotiated with
Mexico in the NAFTA treaty, the first trade
agreement ever to explicitly deal with environ-
mental and labor issues, we did it because we
said, okay, if were going to open our borders
and trade more and invest more with developing
nations, we want to know that their working
people will receive some of the benefits and
a fair share of the benefits of this trade and
investment. Otherwise, they won’t have increas-
ing incomes, and they won’t be able to buy
our products and services.

So I see this whole worker rights issue as
more a function of the global economy and one
that will help us to build up ordinary citizens
everywhere, which I think should be our ulti-
mate objective.

Bosnia

Q. Terry Hunt, from Associated Press. Mr.
President, back on Bosnia, you mentioned that
this threat of military action is not a new threat.
How long can NATO keep on making these



Administration of William J. Clinton, 1994 / Jan. 11

threats without carrying them out, without deliv-
ering? At what point does it become, as you
warned about yesterday, an empty threat?

President Clinton. Well, first of all, we have
two different issues here. The French and the
British proposed the motion to ask our military
planners to come up with a strategy to ensure
the rotation of troops in Srebrenica and to see
whether with the use of air power or some
other device we might secure the opening of
the airstrip at Tuzla to continue the U.N. mis-
sion, the humanitarian mission. So we’ll await
the plan and see what happens.

On the question of the use of air strikes in
retaliation for the strangulation of Sarajevo, that
is largely going to be a function of the behavior
of the people who have been shelling Sarajevo,
the Bosnian Serbs. When you say how long,
it depends on what is their behavior. Is the
shelling going to abate now, as it did after Au-
gust when we adopted the resolution? And then
it basically escalated dramatically only relatively
recently. Or will they continue to do it? And
then we’ll see if our resolve is there. My resolve
is there; that’s all T can tell you. And I believe
the people in that room knew what they were
doing when they voted for this resolution. When
you say how long, it depends in part on what
will be the conduct from this day forward of
those who have been responsible for shelling
Sarajevo.

Integration of East and West

Q. I had a question on Partnership For Peace.
And I'd be grateful if, Mr. President, you could
answer and then perhaps President Delors, too.
With hindsight, I wonder whether you don’t
think you missed a trick by making entry into
NATO for the former Communist countries of
Central and Eastern Europe work on the same
track as entry into the European Union. Would
this not have been a more credible approach
for Partnership For Peace?

President Clinton. Tl be glad to answer that
question, but I think perhaps I should defer
to President Delors since he has a much better
sense of how the membership track for the Eu-
ropean Union works and let him answer the
question that you specifically posed, and then
I'll also respond. And perhaps Prime Minister
Papandreou will respond.

President Delors. Back in 1989, already with
the events that took place then, the summit
of industrialized nations dealt at length with this

question: How, after the fall of the Berlin Wall
and the collapse of communism, could we make
it possible for the countries in question to get
back onto the track of pluralist democracy and
open economy? And then it seemed to us that
immediate entry by the countries in question
into the European Union would be more dam-
aging for them than would be a period of prepa-
ration and adaptation. We were afraid then that
there would be a clash between the strong and
the weak, however much aid we could give
them. So a period of transition was necessary.
It was in the context of the mission that was
entrusted to the European Community and to
the Commission that we endeavored to help
them in order to make it possible for them
to progress in parallel along the two tracks that
I have indicated today. After 4 years of experi-
ence and speaking in my personal name, I am
ready to take stock of this aid to which the
Community has contributed a lot.

May I recall that in 1989, the European
Union only represented 25 percent of the exter-
nal trade of the countries of Eastern Europe.
Now we represent 60 percent. And so we have
replaced COMECON, and that was absolutely
necessary. We have doubled our imports over
3 years from these countries. We represent 60
percent of total aid, including the aid from the
international financial organizations. But we can-
not replace them. These countries are respon-
sible countries. They have to learn the workings
of an open economy and democracy. Of course,
there are claims; in our countries there are also
people that are recommending other solutions.
But I still think that immediate entry to the
European Union would have been very dam-
aging to them, irrespective of what our leaders
would have had to explain to our citizens who
are taxpayers.

For today, we have to take stock of what’s
happened, but not do this having in mind the
idea that we could substitute for them. They
are responsible for the fates. Some of them have
chosen the “big bang” approach in order to re-
form their economies. 1 deplore this, and I feel
that this was one of the reasons for the return
of the former Communists and others. Others
have taken a more gradualist approach. But each
country was different. Czechoslovakia was tradi-
tionally an industrial country. Hungary, even out
of communism, had begun experiments in de-
centralization way back in 1970. So we cannot
act in their stead. Today, they have to face a
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growing problem of security. The Partnership
For Peace is there to deal with this, but there
is also a need for economic security.

But I'm a pragmatist. I'm open to any solu-
tion. But when I hear some leaders within Eu-
rope saying that we should have acted otherwise,
I remain convinced that we did opt for the
right solution. Now, have we always supplied
it with the desirable efficacy? That's another
question. It remains open. But again, with the
commissioners responsible, we shall take stock
of all of this.

But we have to be careful. All of the miracle
solutions that have been proposed would not
have resolved the problems, and anyway, we
can see this with German unification. It is not
this that in any way has diminished the frustra-
tion of the populations concerned or filled the
psychological gap or even made it possible to
get onto the ideal road towards modernization.
There are all sorts of problems. Besides, I'm
very respectful of what is happening in Ger-
many. But it is an experience contrary to the
other one. You can see what problems remain
to be resolved.

President Papandreou. Just a few words, be-
cause I think President Delors has stated very
clearly our stand. There is a very delicate rela-
tionship between deepening of the European
Union and enlargement of the Union. They
must go together in a careful relationship. Oth-
erwise, the Union itself may not be able to
achieve its fundamental goals. So some delays
are necessary, both from the point of view of
the countries petitioning the entry and also from
the Union itself. But I think I've said enough,
in view of what President Delors has already
said in such detail.

President Clinton. T'd like to go back to your
original question. What you asked, I think, was,
since there is sort of a phased-in possibility for
additional membership in the European Union
and a phased-in possibility for membership in
NATO, should the criteria and timetables have
been reconciled? I think that’s the question
you're asking.

I can’t give you a yes or no, except to say
that I think it would have been difficult to do
that for a couple of reasons. First of all, NATO
and the European Union are fundamentally dif-
ferent organizations. Membership in NATO
means that each member has a solemn obliga-
tion to defend the security of each other—any
other member from attack. And membership in
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NATO includes a guarantee, therefore, coming
from the United States and from Canada, some-
thing that is not the same with the European
Union.

On the other hand, membership in the Euro-
pean Union now involves a commitment to a
level of economic and political integration that
some who may want to be a part of NATO
may or may not want to commit to. So I think,
as a practical matter, it would have been very
difficult to reconcile these two timetables since
the organizations are different. Some may be
more interested in being in the European
Union. I can conceive of some countries who
want to be in the Union who may not want
to be in NATO. Some may wish to be in NATO
before theyre able to meet the responsibilities
of the European Union.

President Delors. 1 would just like to add one
sentence. In my humble opinion, the generation
that I belong to and which holds responsibility
at present has two obligations, and to reconcile
these is not easy. On the one hand, we want
to create a political union with the European
countries that desire this, because we think that
none of our countries is capable of coping with
these problems and with world responsibilities.
And secondly, given the events that have oc-
curred in the East, we have another obligation
which is equally important; that is, to extend
our values of peace, cooperation, and mutual
understanding to the wider Europe.

Believe me, to combine the two is no easy
task. And again, I criticize those who put forth
simplistic solutions in this area. Life is difficult.
No one can prevent such events being
conflictual. A little modesty on the part of those
proposing miracle solutions will be necessary.

Greece

. Mr. President, Germany recently re-
quested that the famous Article 5 of the NATO
Pact should apply for the security for the Czech
Republic, not a NATO member, in order to
face a threat not been defined yet. Since
Greece, a NATO member, according to reports,
many of them, is facing a real threat in her
northern border from an expected movement
of Albanian refugees from Kosovo via Skopje—
[inaudible]—if the same article could apply on
that case, keeping also into account that Euro-
pean Union and Western European Union are
not guaranteeing the Greek borders. And I'm
taking this opportunity, Mr. President, to ask
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you directly if America will be in the position
to guarantee the security of Greece from such
a threat on a bilateral basis?

President Clinton. Frankly, that’s a conversa-
tion I think I ought to have with Prime Minister
Papandreou before I have it in public, in some
ways. But let me respond in two ways. First
of all, the United States has taken two strong
steps to try to make sure that the dire situation
you described does not occur. We have sent
300 troops to be located in Macedonia, or
Skopje as the Prime Minister describes it, as
a part of a NATO effort or a U.N. effort to
contain the conflict in Bosnia.

In addition to that, shortly before I became
President but after I was elected President, the
previous administration with my strong support
sent a very strong and firm warning about in-
volving Kosovo in the conflagration in Bosnia.
And we made it very clear that we would have

very strong views about that and a strong reac-
tion to it.

So I think the real issue is, are we trying
to protect the interests of Greece and other
nations from being embroiled in the conflict
now in the Balkans? And the answer is yes,
and I think we've taken two strong steps to
do that. I believe we will be successful in doing
that.

NOTE: The President’s 41lst news conference
began at 12:49 p.m. in the News Conference The-
atre at the headquarters of the Commission of the
European Union, where he met with Greek Prime
Minister Andreas Papandreou in his capacity as
President, European Council, and Jacques Delors,
President, European Commission. The European
Presidents” remarks were translated by inter-
preters.

Remarks and an Exchange With Reporters Following Discussions With
President Vaclav Havel of the Czech Republic in Prague

January 11, 1994

The President. Thank you very much. First,
I want to express my thanks to President Havel
for his warm welcome. I'm coming back to
Prague only for the second time in my life.
I was here 24 years ago in this same week,
in a very different role in life.

I have been deeply impressed by the progress
made by the Czech Republic and was deeply
impressed by the meeting I had today with the
President and the Prime Minister and with other
leaders of the government. I reaffirmed the fact
that the security of this Republic and of the
nations of Central and Eastern Europe are im-
portant to the security of the United States and
to Europe and to the Atlantic alliance, that the
Partnership For Peace is the beginning of a
genuine security relationship which can lead to
full membership in NATO, and that we must
also be mindful of the economic dimension of
security. For it is difficult for nations to pursue
good policies and to reflect democratic values
unless they can also offer the hope of success
to the people within their borders who work
hard, obey the law, and try to contribute to
the welfare of society.

So we talked about these things, and I look
forward to talking tomorrow with all the leaders,
who will be here together, in perhaps somewhat
more specific terms about what we can do to
further both these objectives. But 1 am very
encouraged by this meeting tonight, and I thank
President Havel for his support for the Partner-
ship For Peace.

Partnership For Peace and NATO

[At this point, a question was asked in Czech,
and a translation was not provided. ]

The President. That issue has not been re-
solved, so since it was not discussed one way
or the other, I suppose it is theoretically pos-
sible. NATO is a security alliance in which all
the members undertake to assume certain re-
sponsibilities for the welfare of the entire group.
One of the things I want to emphasize about
the Partnership For Peace is a security relation-
ship that will permit immediately the military
commanders of NATO to begin to work with
the military leaders of each country involved
in the Partnership, to look at joint training, to
look at joint exercises, to deal with the whole
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range of issues which will help to move toward
membership.

NotE: The President spoke at 6:50 p.m. in the
First Courtyard at Prague Castle. A tape was not
available for verification of the content of these
remarks.

Appointment for Director of Presidential Personnel

January 11, 1994

The President today announced the appoint-
ment of J. Veronica Biggins to be Director of
Presidential Personnel.

“TI am very pleased that Veronica Biggins, a
highly regarded executive and recognized leader
of both her corporation and her community, will
be joining our team,” the President said.

“Her experience in human resources manage-
ment, community relations, and business, as well
as her commitment to improving the lives of
all Americans, will enable her to make a signifi-
cant contribution to this administration.”

NOTE: A biography of the appointee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Nomination for the United States Advisory Commission on Public

Diplomacy
January 11, 1994

The President today announced his intention
to nominate Lewis Manilow, Charles H. Dolan,
Jr., and Harold C. Pachios as members of the
U.S. Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy.
Upon Mr. Manilow’s confirmation by the Sen-
ate, the President intends to designate him
Commission Chair.

“The Advisory Commission on Public Diplo-
macy plays an important role in directing the

USIA as it works to promote democracy
abroad,” the President said. “I am pleased to
announce the addition of these three accom-
plished professionals to our team.”

NOTE: Biographies of the nominees were made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Nomination for the International Joint Commission, United States and

Canada
January 11, 1994

The President today announced his intention
to nominate Thomas L. Baldini and Susan B.
Bayh as members of the International Joint
Commission, United States and Canada. Upon
Mr. Baldini’s confirmation by the Senate, the
President intends to designate him Chair.
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“T am pleased today to name these two hard-
working individuals to the International Joint
Commission,” the President said.

NOTE: Biographies of the nominees were made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.
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Exchange With Reporters Prior To Discussions With President
Michal Kovac of the Slovak Republic in Prague

January 12, 1994

Partnership For Peace

Q. President Clinton, what’s been the recep-
tion so far to what you have brought to these
nations?

The President. So far, so good.

Q. No objections, sir?

The President. We've had three different con-
versations, of course, and this will be the fourth.
And each of them—although leaders can charac-
terize them for themselves—but I have been
very pleased so far.

Q. Have they raised security issues with you,
that they are worried that if there should be
some kind of resurgence in Russia that they
feel protected, or are they still worried about
this?

The President. No one has said that they ex-
pect something like that in the near future.
What no one knows is whether the future of
Europe will be like its past or if it will be
different.

Q. Are you saying that all have accepted the
Partnership so far?

The President. You'll have to ask them when
we do the press conference.

NOTE: The exchange began at 11:06 a.m. in the
library at the U.S. Ambassador’s Residence. A
tape was not available for verification of the con-
tent of this exchange.

The President’s News Conference With Visegrad Leaders in Prague

January 12, 1994

President Clinton. Good afternoon, ladies and
gentlemen. Welcome to the very beautiful
American Embassy.

I have just finished a very productive and
enjoyable working lunch with the leaders of the
Visegrad states: President Vaclav Havel and
Prime Minister Vaclav Klaus of the Czech Re-
public; President Arpad Gonez and Prime Min-
ister Peter Boross of Hungary; President Lech
Walesa and Prime Minister Waldemar Pawlak
of Poland; and President Michal Kovac and
Prime Minister Vladimir Meciar of Slovakia.

I want to at the outset stress my appreciation
to President Havel, Premier Klaus, and the
Czech people for their hospitality and contribu-
tions to our meeting, and I thank again all the
Visegrad leaders for joining here today.

This region, where the great democratic re-
birth of Europe began 5 years ago, holds a spe-
cial place in my own affections. I first came
to this city 24 years ago this week. And two
of my senior national security advisers were born
in this region: the Chairman of our Joint Chiefs
of Staff, General Shalikashvili, who spent most
of his early years in Poland, was born there;

and my U.N. Ambassador, Madeleine Albright,
who was born here in Prague. I told President
Havel yesterday that the Czech Republic is the
only nation in the world that has two Ambas-
sadors in the United Nations.

I have come to Europe to help build a new
security for the transatlantic community for the
21st century. During the cold war the security
of the Western alliance was defined by the divi-
sion of Europe. Our new security must be de-
fined by Europe’s integration, the integration
of a broader Europe based on military coopera-
tion, robust democracies, and market economies.
That was my message in Brussels, where I met
with our NATO and European Community al-
lies. And it will be my message as I travel to
Moscow.

I am mindful of an old Polish saying, which
I have, I hope, learned to pronounce properly:
Nic o nas bez nas, nothing about us without
us. And so I have come to this region to share
my thoughts directly with your leaders and your
people. I believe the United States must make
clear to all of you first that we are committed
to helping you continue your work of reform
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and renewal in peace. That commitment derives
from more than our shared values and our admi-
ration for your efforts. It also derives from our
own security concerns. Let me be absolutely
clear: The security of your states is important
to the security of the United States.

At today’s lunch I discussed three ways in
which my nation is prepared to advance Eu-
rope’s democratic integration by supporting your
region’s continued renewal and security. First,
we discussed the Partnership For Peace, the
American proposal NATO has just adopted. The
Partnership invites all former Warsaw Pact and
former Soviet states plus other non-NATO
members in Europe to join in military coopera-
tion with NATO in training exercise and oper-
ations jointly.

While the Partnership is not NATO member-
ship, neither is it a permanent holding room.
It changes the entire NATO dialog so that now
the question is no longer whether NATO will
take on new members but when and how. It
leaves the door open to the best possible out-
come for our region, democracy, markets, and
security all across a broader Europe, while pro-
viding time and preparation to deal with a lesser
outcome.

Second, we discussed ways in which the
United States can help to solidify your demo-
cratic and market reforms. I stressed that I have
ordered our programs to give greater emphasis
to helping this region tend to reform’s impacts
on your workers and your communities. I talked
about the ways we are working to expand trade
and investment between your region, the rest
of Europe, and the United States. I also dis-
cussed the steps we are taking to help the
Visegrad region and other parts of Central and
Eastern Europe bolster their new democracies.

We're supporting the development of a thriv-
ing civil society. And in our meeting I an-
nounced the creation of the democracy network,
an initiative to bring new resources to grassroots
and independent groups throughout the region.
I stressed our interest in fostering regional co-
operation among your countries, practical things
that can advance your integration into a broader
Europe.

Finally, 1 salute all those leaders here in
Prague today who have worked to build practical
regional cooperation and consensus in Central
Europe at this pivotal moment in history. I con-
gratulate them on having this regional meeting.
And T suggested several ways we can help to
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support regional integration, including support
for regional infrastructure projects like highways
and communications networks and air traffic sys-
tems.

I have greatly enjoyed my discussions today
here. I assure you I will follow up on them.
The United States will have a special conference
this year on trade and investment in the coun-
tries represented here on what we can do to
increase American investment and to increase
the purchase of the products made by the peo-
ple who are working hard in all of these thriving
democracies.

I come away convinced that together we can
place Central and Eastern Europe at the heart
of a new Europe, an integrated Europe, demo-
cratic, prosperous, secure, and free. That is my
commitment; I believe it is our joint commit-
ment.

Thank you very much, and I'd like now to
turn the microphone over to President Havel.

President Vaclav Havel of the Czech Republic.
Distinguished President, ladies and gentlemen,
we are living in a time of a dramatic searching
for a new order, an order in which no one
would be subjugated or endangered and which
would make it possible for all European peoples
and states to live in an atmosphere of peaceful
cooperation.

Our today’s meeting in Prague bears witness
to the great importance which the United States
and the North Atlantic alliance attach to sta-
bility, security, and peace in Central Europe,
in relation to peace in all of Europe as well
as to the security of the United States.

We welcome the Partnership For Peace
project as a good point of departure in NATO’s
quest for a new identity of the alliance as a
true stabilizing core of European security. We
appreciate that it allows individual approaches
from the various countries. At the same time,
however, it depends on how energetically and
how quickly the different countries will move
to instill in Partnership For Peace contents
meeting their interests and their possibilities.
For our part, we want to do everything in our
power in order that our partnership results in
our full membership in the alliance. As we do
not regard Partnership For Peace as a substitute
for that but rather as a first step toward NATO,
the reason why we want to join the alliance
is that we share the values of civilization which
it protects and that we want to take part in
protecting them.
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We realize that it is neither possible nor desir-
able to isolate Russia. However, we are inde-
pendent states, and we decide ourselves about
our affiliations and our policies.

Ladies and gentlemen, as we agreed to in
our conversations with the representatives of the
Central European nations that are represented
at this meeting in Prague, our countries have
very similar views on this subject. This is cer-
tainly a gratifying circumstance, and it is to the
benefit of us all.

Let me therefore conclude by expressing my
firm conviction that this meeting has become
an important landmark on the road toward a
new democratic and truly peaceful Europe, shar-
ing firm and natural ties with the North Amer-
ican Continent. At one time, the city of Yalta
went down in history as a symbol of the division
of Europe. I would be happy if today the city
of Prague emerged as a symbol of Europe’s
standing in alliance.

Than% you.

Russia

Q. Mr. President, there are nationalists in
Russia who look at these four countries and
other nations that were under the grip of Mos-
cow, and they dream of rebuilding the Soviet
empire. What will you tell Russian President
Boris Yeltsin about the security needs of these
countries and how far it should go in guaran-
teeing their territorial integrity and their bor-
ders?

President Clinton. First of all, I would say
that based on their past statements, he’s right,
and theyre wrong. That is, I think that the
Russian position, the position of the present ad-
ministration there, that they will respect the ter-
ritorial boundaries of their neighbors is the
proper position.

You know, each nation at critical periods has
to imagine again what its future is going to
be, and it has to define itself—how it will define
itself as a nation and how it will define a stand-
ard of greatness. The United States, in very dif-
ferent ways, is going through such a period
today. And Russia must do that.

In the 21Ist century can anyone seriously be-
lieve that we will define greatness by whether
one country can physically occupy another, since
we all know that wealth and opportunity will
be determined by things other than physical
possession of land mass? I don’t think so.

And my urgent task will be to try to continue
to press the path of democracy and reform and

America’s support for it in Russia. They are
a great people with a great history and a great
future. But the future must be different from
the past, and the way greatness is defined must
be different. And that, I think, is a struggle
plainly going on there now that will play itself
out over the next few years. And I'm hoping
and will be working for the best possible impact.

Helen [Helen Thomas, United Press Inter-
national]?

Security of Visegrad States

Q. Mr. President, it’s obvious that the leaders
have accepted something short of what they
really wanted. And in a way they’re being treat-
ed as second cousins. They really wanted secu-
rity guarantees, and you and all the NATO allies
have told them that that's not in the package.
In view of-

President Clinton. Let me just—I disagree
that theyre being treated as second cousins.
This is something NATO has never done before.
We will have people out in the next few days
talking about how we’re going to begin all kinds
of joint security operations. To say that 16 na-
tions of NATO made a mistake not to imme-
diately issue security guarantees to some nations
of Europe and not others, without knowing in
any way, shape, or form whether the reciprocal
obligations of NATO could be met by new
members, I think is an unfair characterization
of the NATO alliance.

. My question is, in view of the lessons
of World War 1I, is it conceivable if any of
these nations were invaded or aggressed against
that NATO would not come to their help?

President Clinton. 1 think it is doubtful; that’s
right. I think our reading of history is right.
But frankly, I think none of us believe that—
I can’t speak for the other Presidents except
based on our conversations—that that is immi-
nent. I think—what I was impressed by from
these leaders is that they very much want to
be a part of Europe, of the Western alliance
in an economic and social and political as well
as a military way and that the broad definition
of security is in that.

Of course, there are always concerns that in
the future, the darker past might be recreated,
that there could be an expansionism again. But
what we need to do is—again, what I'm trying
to do is to reach out and enhance the security
of these nations in ways that also permit other
nations to enhance their security and partnership
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with us and that does not now draw a new
line of division across Europe. Maybe there will
be a new line drawn some day, and if so, we
want to do what we can to support the security
of these nations. But we hope that we are giving
Europe the possibility for the best possible fu-
ture.

Mr. Blitzer [Wolf Blitzer, Cable News Net-
work] I think had a question for President
Walesa, and then I'd like a question from the
foreign press next. But Wolf, go ahead.

Poland

Q. President Walesa, I'm sorry I can’t ask
you this question in Polish. But Poland seems
to be the least enthusiastic among the Visegrad
countries for the Partnership For Peace pro-
posals. Is that accurate? And can you describe
exactly how you feel about this proposal and
whether Poland will seek membership in the
Partnership For Peace proposal?

President Lech Walesa of Poland. 1 can an-
swer in two words: Sometimes small is beautiful.
And we do believe that this is a step in the
right direction. It's been decided by the powers
of the world, and we shall try to make good
use of this.

Prague Visit

Q. What about your next part of your unoffi-
cial program in Prague with President Havel?
Did public radio give you a tape of your saxo-
phone concert? It was excellent. [Laughter]

President Clinton. 1 think the best part of
my unofficial time in Prague was becoming re-
acquainted with the city, walking across the
bridge again after 24 years and seeing the family
I stayed with 24 years ago and just meeting
the people. I was very pleased by the large
number of people who came out yesterday to
see me and say hello. And seeing the changes
here, it was very rewarding, and it stiffened my
determination to continue to support these kinds
of changes.

Now, I had a lot of fun playing the saxophone.
And the President gave me a saxophone, you
know, with his name inscribed on it, so it’s a
gift T will always treasure. The nice thing about
the little music we played last night was that
the Czech musicians with whom I played were
so good that they covered up all my short-
comings.

Is there another question from the foreign
press?
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Bosnia

Q. What is the next American step in the
Bosnia war?

President Clinton. Well, the next thing that
we are doing now is what we are doing with
NATO. NATO adopted a new resolution and
our military commanders in Europe now are
looking into the instruction they got from the
NATO commanders, which is to examine what
plans can be developed to ensure the rotation
of the troops at Srebrenica and to ensure that
the airstrip at Tuzla is open.

Now, in addition to that, I have been actively
consulting with all the people with whom I have
met. I have asked all the leaders here what
further steps that they thought ought to be
taken. Everyone recognizes that the peace pros-
pects have been diminished now because, for
the first time in a good while, all three parties
seem to believe they have something to gain
by fighting. And as long as that circumstance
continues, it's going to be difficult for us to
convince them through a political process to
stop. But there are some ideas floating around,
and I'm going to solicit some more.

Yes, sir, go ahead. Well, I'll take two more.
Go ahead—three more.

Ukraine

Q. Mr. President, already there are voices in
Ukraine’s Parliament suggesting that President
Kravchuk went beyond his authority in negoti-
ating the agreement to eliminate nuclear weap-
ons. And even a Foreign Ministry spokesman
there today said there may not be an agreement
ready for you and President Yeltsin and Presi-
dent Kravchuk to sign in Moscow on Friday.
Is that your understanding, and is this causing
concern about this agreement that you reached
this week?

President Clinton. Well, let's see what hap-
pens in Kiev. I think, you know, we have to
let President Kravchuk make his own judgments
about what he can and cannot do with his gov-
ernment. I expect that we will have an agree-
ment, and I expect that it will be honored. And
I think, frankly, the more the people in the
Ukrainian Parliament know about it, the better
they will feel about it. I think as the details
get out, they’ll feel better about it.

Yes, I'll take you, too. Go ahead.

Q. There appears to be some difference of
opinion even within your own staff about Presi-
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dent Kravchuk’s ability to order these changes,

whether he can do it by executive order, wheth-

er the Rada or Parliament has to vote on it.

What is your understanding of that, sir?
President Clinton. We'll talk about it in Kiev

and beyond. Let’s watch it unfold and see.
We've got to go.

Russia

Q. Mr. President, I had planned to ask the
question that Mark [Mark Knoller, CBS Radio]
asked. But let me ask you, the reformers in
Russia seem to have had trouble building coali-
tions to offset the rise of the nationalist forces.
What kind of advice will you be giving Mr.
Yeltsin and other reform leaders about how to
go about offsetting the threat of Mr.
Zhirinovsky?

President Clinton. Well, 1 think first of all,
perhaps in the last election they learned a good
lesson, which is that the forces of reform need
to find ways to work together and to speak if

not with one voice, at least with a common
message.

I expect there to be some rough spots along
the way. I mean, after all, this is a rather new
experience for them, and theyll have to figure
out exactly how the forces are going to be orga-
nized within the new Parliament, and then
they’ll have to work out their relationship with
the President. But even those of us that have
been at it for 200 years still have difficulties
from time to time. But I'm looking forward to
meeting with a number of those leaders in the
reform effort and getting to know them and
getting some feel for where they are and where
they're going. But I'm still basically quite hope-
ful.

Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President’s 42d news conference
began at 1:55 p.m. at the U.S. Ambassador’s resi-
dence. The Visegrad leaders spoke in their native
languages, and their remarks were translated by
interpreters.

The President’s News Conference With President Leonid Kravchuk of

Ukraine in Kiev
January 12, 1994

President Kravchuk. Ladies and gentlemen,
let me open this news conference and give the
word to the President of the United States, Mr.
Clinton.

President Clinton. Thank you very much. I
have just completed my first meeting with Presi-
dent Kravchuk, and I am delighted that we have
met under such promising and historic cir-
cumstances. I was also delighted to be able to
wish the President a happy 60th birthday on
this auspicious occasion.

President Kravchuk, President Yeltsin, and I
are ready to sign on Friday an agreement com-
mitting Ukraine to eliminate 176 interconti-
nental ballistic missiles and some 1,500 nuclear
warheads targeted at the United States. This
breakthrough will enhance the security of
Ukraine, the United States, Russia, and the en-
tire world.

Ukraine is a nation with a rich heritage, enor-
mous economic potential, and a very important
position in European security. The ties between

our two nations have deep roots. From Amer-
ica’s birth to the present day, Ukrainian immi-
grants have helped to shape my nation’s history.

Our meeting this evening begins a new era
in our relations. The agreement President
Kravchuk and I will sign with President Yeltsin
opens the door to new forms of economic, polit-
ical, and security cooperation. Our meeting to-
night centered on three important issues.

First, we discussed the strategic importance,
for this region and the world, of the nuclear
agreement. I commend President Kravchuk for
his courage and his vision in negotiating this
agreement.

Second, I was able to issue a personal invita-
tion to Ukraine to participate fully in the Part-
nership For Peace launched at this week’s
NATO summit. By providing for specific and
practical cooperation between NATO and
Ukrainian states and their forces, this Partner-
ship can foster an integration of a broader Eu-
rope and increase the security of all nations.
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I'm very pleased by the expression of interest
in participating that came from President
Kravchuk and his Government today.

Third, President Kravchuk and I agreed today
to expand and enhance the economic ties be-
tween our nations. This is a difficult time of
transition for Ukraine, but Ukraine is blessed
with abundant natural resources and human tal-
ent. Because so many of its neighbors are mov-
ing toward market economies and democracy
as well, I believe Ukraine’s most promising fu-
ture lies with reform and with integration with
those burgeoning economies.

To assist in the reform effort, I am today
announcing the establishment of an enterprise
fund for Ukraine, as well as Belarus and
Moldova, a fund which will help to capitalize
new small businesses and provide assistance to
existing firms that seek to privatize.

Over the last year, the United States has also
provided $155 million in assistance to Ukraine.
We are prepared to increase our support sub-
stantially as Ukraine moves toward economic re-
form. Under such circumstances, I also believe
the international community would be able to
provide significant support and investment to
Ukraine, and I am prepared to work hard to
see that that support and investment comes to
pass.

To begin this work, we will be pleased to
welcome to Washington later this month a sen-
ior Ukrainian economic delegation. I believe that
Ukraine can play a major role in the future
of Europe, a Europe whose security is not based
on divisions but on the possibility of integration
based on democracy, market economics, and
mutual respect for the existing borders of na-
tions.

I'm looking forward to seeing President
Kravchuk in Moscow on Friday and to wel-
coming him to Washington for an official visit
in March. I want to thank the people of Ukraine
for having me here and treating me so warmly,
if only briefly. And I would like to close by
asking the President permission to come back
and actually see the beautiful city of Kiev at
some other time. I have sampled its wonderful
food, and I'm now ready for the sights.

Thank you very much.

President Kravchuk. Ladies and gentlemen, I
am happy to greet the President of the United
States, Mr. Clinton, and his accompanying per-
sons in Ukraine. I'm sorry that this visit is quite
short, but I hope and I'm confident that Mr.
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President will be able to visit Ukraine once
again, so to say, in a full-scale and will be able
to show him the Ukraine as it is. And I invite
you, Mr. President, to visit Ukraine whenever
it is convenient for you.

This is a short visit, a few hours only, but
to my mind it is worth several days of negotia-
tions if it’s taken into consideration the wide
range of issues which have been discussed. And
we would be glad to inform the world that those
problems were worth its attention.

I think the most urgent problem and the most
important problem for the whole world now is
the problem of nuclear weapons. And we have
approached its solution. And I'm sure that this
day and the forthcoming days open the way
for the world for disarmament and for the elimi-
nation of nuclear weapons. And Ukraine will
be committed to its obligations, and Ukraine
will be the state which will not stand in the
way to disarmament.

A lot of time was devoted to discussing the
bilateral relations between the Ukraine and the
United States. And I'm glad that the President
of the United States and the United States sup-
port our country in this time of our hardships.
And T'm sure that this sort of cooperation and
support is real support of all independent states
which have emerged on the basis of the former
Soviet Union.

I'm sure that the charter for cooperation and
friendship between our states, which is now
being finished up by our experts, will be a new
stage in the development of our relations. For
us, it is very important that there is an under-
standing from the part of the President of the
United States of urgency of the support to
Ukraine in carrying out its economic reform and
support its reforming processes. I am happy that
the President of the United States will support
our country in such international financial struc-
tures as the International Monetary Fund, the
World Bank, European Bank for the Recon-
struction and Development.

We understand that we have to be decisive
in carrying out reforms, and we are ready for
that. And we are happy with the development
of our trade relations and that new prospects
are opening up.

We support the initiative of the United States,
its program which is called the Partnership For
Peace, which we consider to be the universal
formula which enables the participation of all
countries. We understand that this program does
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not solve all the problems of security, but any-
how, it gives the possibility of all states to par-
ticipate.

I'd like to greet once again Mr. President
here in the Ukraine, and I would like to point
out that in all issues we have discussed we have
found joint, common viewpoints. This meeting
was short, but it was very important and fruitful
and it opened a new stage in the development
of Ukrainian-American relations, which I am
confident will be long-term and reliable.

Thank you for your attention.

If you don’t mind, Mr. President, I'll have
the office now of the press secretary. [Laughter]
I give the possibility to ask questions of our
guests, American journalists.

Denuclearization Agreement

Q. Wolf Blitzer, of CNN. What exactly must
your Parliament now do to ratify this agree-
ment? And exactly how long will it take for
Ukraine to become a nonnuclear nation?

President Kravchuk. You know, the philoso-
phers say that everything changes in the world,
even you cannot step in the same river twice.
So I hope that our Parliament becomes cleverer
in the course of its life and it sees the reality
of the present days, and it will understand the
essence of these relations and the wish of the
three states. And when they will understand it,
they will support the implementation of these
agreements.

Q. Ukraine sympathizes with you and your
wife, Hillary, but anyhow, there’s a question
here. There is a decision of the Parliament, the
Ukrainian Parliament, on disarmament. Accord-
ing to mass media, you told that there will be
a financial technological assistance. But your
words were that you will render technical assist-
ance. Is that true?

President Clinton. Well, I will attempt to an-
swer the question as I understand it. First of
all, Ukraine is already due some compensation
for the tactical nuclear weapons it has already
dismantled. And I have discussed with the Presi-
dent the quickest way of reaching an agreement
on how much is due and how it can be deliv-
ered.

Secondly, under the so-called Nunn-Lugar
bill, Ukraine is entitled to a substantial amount
of money to help to dismantle the offensive
strategic nuclear weapons, which can be used
for not only dismantling the weapons but for

some of the defense conversion needs of
Ukraine as well.

But over and above that, the United States
is committed to rendering economic assistance
to Ukraine to help start new enterprises, to help
fund privatization, and to help make this painful
transition to a new economy. And we are further
committed to helping convince other nations
and the international financial institutions to
help as well.

Finally, as part of our agreement, of course,
Ukraine will be compensated for the highly en-
riched uranium that is a part of nuclear weap-
ons. And that is a strictly commercial arrange-
ment because that uranium can be turned into
fuel rods for commercial purposes and electric
power plants.

Whitewater Development Corp.

Q. Thank you, and happy birthday, President
Kravchuk. President Clinton, as President of the
United States you do not have the luxury at
home to ignore events overseas, and perhaps
the reverse is true. Former President Carter
was one today who came out and suggested
the time had come for an independent counsel
to take a look at the Morgan Guaranty savings
and loan situation. He and many other Demo-
crats are looking to you for an indication of
whether that’s appropriate. Is it?

President Clinton. I have nothing to say about
that on this trip except that most of them have
been denied the facts that are already in the
public record before they made their comment,
largely as a result of the way this thing has
been discussed. But I have nothing else to say
about that.

President Kravchuk. Thank you for your
greetings, and I'd like to note that there is a
gentleman sitting over here who mentioned the
wife of Mr. President, Hillary. So once again,
I would like to give the words to a woman.
And I hope I'll receive another portion of greet-
ings.

Denuclearization Agreement

Q. Sometimes there are financial programs,
but they lack implementors. Where’s the guar-
antee that these programs will be implemented?

President Kravchuk. If this is a question to
me, I would answer that the guarantees are in-
side the Ukraine, the way we work, the way
they will have the attitude to us. So these are
the guarantees.
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President Clinton. If T might add just one
point. Sometimes in discussions with nations, fi-
nancial guarantees do not materialize because
they are dependent on decisions made by other
parties, usually the World Bank or the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. In this case, every part
of our agreement depends only upon the three
Presidents and their Governments to keep their
word. The first thing I said to President
Kravchuk tonight is that I would do everything
I could to make sure that all three of us did
exactly what was in the agreement. And I am
confident that we will.

President Kravchuk. I'm sorry, as a press sec-
retary I would ask for some more questions,
but here is a protocol, so the last question,
please.

Russia and NATO

Q. Mr. President, Mr. President Clinton, you
mentioned the PFP, the Partnership For Peace.
And there are some people who say that Russia
has been using a type of passive imperialism
in order to keep countries of Eastern Europe
and Central Europe out of NATO for the time
being. Do you—by threatening destabilization.
Do you agree with that? And I would be very
interested in what President Kravchuk has to
say.
President Clinton. No, I don’t. The short an-
swer to the question is, I do not agree with
that, although President Yeltsin himself has ex-
pressed reservations about NATO membership
for other countries if Russia is excluded. You
know, he has expressed an interest in being
a member himself.

The leaders of NATO concluded that they
should not offer membership at this time to
any country because they weren’t sure any coun-
try was ready to assume the responsibilities of
membership and because they didn't want to
exclude anyone else.

The Partnership For Peace offers a genuine
concrete military security cooperation, joint
planning, joint training, joint operations to all
the states of the former Soviet Union and to
all of the members of what was the Warsaw
Pact. And we are genuinely interested in reach-
ing out to all these nations.

I can assure you that no one has a veto over
NATO membership. It is anticipated that the
Partnership For Peace will lead to NATO mem-
bership for many of those who participate in
the Partnership who want to go through and
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assume the responsibilities of membership, ulti-
mately.

That’s how I see it. President Yeltsin only
said that he didn’t, at this time, want another
line drawn across Europe. He wanted to have
a chance to be part of an integrated European
security network in which every nation would
have to respect the territorial boundaries of
every other state.

President Kravchuk. Mr. President Clinton,
and I'll give one more question to the Ukrainian
side.

Denuclearization Agreement

Q. The question to President Clinton: What
assurances of security will the United States give
and Russia give to Ukraine after it will have
the nonnuclear status?

President Clinton. Well, first of all, what goes
with the Non-Proliferation Treaty adherence is
the absolute security that no one who has nu-
clear weapons will ever use them against any
nation that is part of the NPT. That is the
first security.

But let me make two other points, which I
think are more important, at least as a practical
matter, to Ukraine’s security. Number one, the
Partnership For Peace gives Ukraine the oppor-
tunity to work with the military forces of the
United States and all of NATO in planning and
working together and in establishing patterns of
conduct which clearly will increase the security
of this nation.

Second, and perhaps even more important,
Ukraine’s decision to become a nonnuclear state
opens the possibility of receiving significant eco-
nomic assistance, not just from the United States
but from the International Monetary Fund, the
World Bank, the European Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, the G-7 nations,
and other nations who understand the greatness
of this nation, its strategic importance and its
economic potential. And I believe that in the
21st century, it will be difficult for any nation
to be secure unless it is economically strong.

So perhaps that is the most important thing
of all, the whole range of possibilities that are
now open to Ukraine because of this courageous
decision by the President.

President Kravchuk. Ladies and gentlemen,
we would compensate what we haven’t time to
do, when we’ll be implementing our program.
And you will be compensated with an objective
description of the role and the processes in
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Ukraine. And now the best thing for us to do
is to wish Mr. President Clinton bon voyage.

President Clinton. Let me say this in closing:
If he did not have such a very important job,
I would invite President Kravchuk to the United
States to run my press conferences. [Laughter]

NoTE: The President’s 43d news conference
began at 9:50 p.m. at Boryspil Airport. President
Kravchuk spoke in Ukrainian, and his remarks
were translated by an interpreter.

Remarks at a Welcoming Ceremony in Moscow, Russia

January 13, 1994

Thank you. Well, Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to see you again and deeply honored
to be in this magnificent hall which is a great
testimony to the rich history, the leadership, and
the greatness of your nation, the greatness that
has been demonstrated again by the remarkable
changes over which you have presided in the
last 2 years.

I have just come from a set of historic meet-
ings that we'll have a chance to talk about,
meetings which make it clear that Russia and
the United States must work together to build
a new future for Europe on which a new future
for our entire world depends.

I believe that together we can work to lead
a new security for Europe based on democratic
values, free economies, the respect for nations
for one another. We will be discussing the spe-
cific things we can do to keep the economic

reform going in Russia and to help the Russian
people to realize the benefits of the courageous
changes that have been going on; to use the
Partnership For Peace to develop mutual secu-
rity all across Europe and for the first time
in all of history to have a Europe that is not
divided by an artificial line between peoples;
and to work toward the historic agreement that
you and I will sign with President Kravchuk
on Friday to make the world a safer place with
fewer nuclear weapons.

These are the ways in which, under your lead-
ership, your nation is defining its greatness. And
I am very pleased to be here to work on these
things with you.

NotE: The President spoke at 9:16 a.m. in St.
George’s Hall at the Kremlin.

Nomination for Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs Director

January 13, 1994

The President today announced his intention
to nominate Shirley ]. Wilcher as Director of
the Labor Department’s Office of Federal Con-
tract Compliance Programs (OFCCP).

“Throughout her career, Shirley Wilcher has
dedicated her efforts to preventing discrimina-
tion in America’s workplace and educational in-

stitutions,” the President said. “I am pleased
she has agreed to accept this important posi-
tion.”

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.
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Nomination for Department of Education Regional Posts

January 13, 1994

The President today announced the appoint-
ment of Regional and Deputy Regional Rep-
resentatives for the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation in San Francisco, Boston, Atlanta, Chi-
cago, and Kansas City.

“T am pleased to name these hardworking in-
dividuals to serve as Regional and Deputy Re-
gional Representatives for the Department of
Education,” said the President. “Each has dem-
onstrated their commitment to improving edu-
cation and will serve our country’s schools and
students well.”

NOTE: Biographies of the following nominees
were made available by the Office of the Press
Secretary: Janet L. Paschal, Deputy Regional Rep-
resentative, Region I; Stan Williams, Regional
Representative, Region IV; Judy W. Harwood,
Deputy Regional Representative, Region 1V;
Stephanie J. Jones, Regional Representative, Re-
gion V; Sandra V. Walker, Regional Representa-
tive, Region VIIL; and Loni Hancock, Regional
Representative, Region IX.

Nomination for an Assistant Secretary of Commerce

January 13, 1994

The President today announced his intention
to nominate William W. Ginsberg as Assistant
Secretary for Economic Development at the De-
partment of Commerce.

“William Ginsberg’s experience and commit-
ment to economic development will serve him

Remarks at a Reception in Moscow
January 13, 1994

Thank you very much. I want to begin by
thanking Ambassador and Mrs. Pickering for
having us here tonight and for giving us all
a chance to meet and to visit in what I imagine
is an extraordinary and unprecedented gathering
not only of Americans but of Russians who come
from different political perspectives. I am told
that 60 years ago at a Christmas Eve party here,
three trained seals went crazy in the ballroom.
Now, in the United States, when people from
different political parties get together, they
sometimes behave the same way. [Laughter] So
I'm glad to see you all getting along so well
tonight.

It is a great honor for me and the Secretary
of State, the Secretary of Treasury, and all the
other members of our party to be here with
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well in this new post. I am pleased to name
him to our team,” the President said.

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

SO many representatives of the new Russia. Each
of you who have participated in this new demo-
cratic process have my respect, my admiration,
and my pledge of equal partnership. It is dif-
ficult for most Americans to even imagine the
size and scope of the changes going on in your
nation now. When I leave you, I am going home
to attempt to reform our Nation’s health care
system. It is a very big job. It comprises one-
seventh of our entire economy. You are in the
process of transforming your entire economy
while you develop a new constitutional democ-
racy as well. It boggles the mind, and you have
my respect for the effort.

Over the years, over the centuries, the Rus-
sian people have shown their greatness in many
ways: in culture, on the battlefield, in govern-
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ment, in space. And now on the brink of the
21st century, this great nation is being called
upon to redefine its greatness again in terms
that will enable your nation to be strong and
vital and alive for hundreds of years into the
future.

We live in a curious time where modern revo-
lutions are transforming life for the better, revo-
lutions in communications, in technology, and
in many other areas. And yet the oldest of soci-
ety’s demons plague us still, the hatreds of peo-
ple for one another based on their race, their
ethnic group, their religion, even the piece of
ground they happen to have been born on. In
the midst of this conflict of historic proportions,
I believe that greatness of nations in the 21st
century will be defined by how successful they
are in providing the opportunity for every man
and woman, every boy and girl living within
the nation’s borders to live up to the fullest
of their natural capacity.

If we are to have any chance at all to realize
that future in the world, I believe this nation
must be strong democratically and strong eco-
nomically. And I believe we will have to write
a new future for all of Europe and create a
future which, for the first time in history, Eu-
rope is not divided by some political line which
leads to war or which is the product of a de-
structive isolationism born of past divisions.

So as I look around this room at the faces
of tomorrow’s Russia—people from different po-
litical parties, people who are members of the

Duma and people who are governors and people
who represent local government, people who are
in private enterprises—I say to you there is lots
of room for difference of opinion. Indeed, the
world we are living in and the world we are
moving toward is so complicated and changes
so fast, all of us desperately need to listen to
one another’s opinions. But if we are to realize
the measure of the true greatness in your nation
and in mine, we must keep our devotion to
democracy, to a certain freedom in our eco-
nomic affairs, and to a respect for one another’s
neighbors. For greatness in the next century will
be defined not by how far we can reach but
by how well we do by the people who live
within our borders.

I came here as a friend and supporter of
the democratic changes going on in this country.
I hope that together we can make a positive
difference in a genuine and equal partnership.
But in the end, you will have to decide your
future. American support can certainly not make
all the difference, and American direction is un-
warranted. The future is for you to write and
for you to make. But I come to say, from the
bottom of my heart, the people of the United
States and the President of the United States
wish to be your partners and your friends.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 6:28 p.m. at Spaso
House.

Exchange With Reporters on Signing the Denuclearization Agreement

With Russia and Ukraine in Moscow
January 14, 1994

Q. What will be the impact of this agreement
on the national security of Russia?

President Boris Yeltsin of Russia. We have
never believed and we have never perceived
that there is any kind of danger coming our
way from Ukraine. Nevertheless, in terms of
world politics, today is an historic day where
the three Presidents have signed an agreement
that would eliminate nuclear arms from the ter-
ritory of Ukraine and whereby Ukraine will be
acceding the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons. This will be another impor-

tant step towards getting rid of nuclear weapons
throughout the world.

Q. There is an opinion that if the Ukraine
gets rid of its nuclear weapons it will lose its
authority, so to speak, among other nations.
What is your opinion on this, Mr. President?

President Clinton. Well, of course, in the end
this is a question that Ukraine has to answer
for itself, but I can only tell you what my opin-
ion is. My opinion is that Ukraine will increase
its authority among nations for doing this. After
all, Ukraine has enhanced the security of the
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United States today by agreeing to remove 1,500
nuclear warheads aimed at our Nation. Ukraine
has enhanced the security of Ukraine and Russia
by agreeing to dismantle these warheads, which
means that there is less chance of nuclear acci-
dent, nuclear espionage, nuclear terrorism.

And more important, Ukraine has shown an
understanding that as we move into the next
century, the greatness of nations will be defined
by their ability to work with each other and
to develop the capacities of their people. And
I think you will now see people all over the
world more interested in working with Ukraine
in partnership because of this very brave and
visionary act. So I believe that Ukraine is a
stronger nation today for having done this. And
I think almost everyone else in the world will
believe the same thing.

Q. President Clinton, we've been told by one
of your aides that the timetable for this agree-
ment is going to remain secret. Is that in fact
the case? Are you going to at least tell us when
dismantlement of the first nuclear warhead in
Ukraine will take place?

President Clinton. We have reached an agree-
ment on which details will be made public and
which will not, and today all the things that
can be made public will be made public. We've
been working so hard on this, I want to be
very careful about it.

Let me tell you that I am completely com-
fortable with the agreements that we have made
and with the understandings between both Rus-
sia and Ukraine about how it will be handled.
I think it's a very good thing for the world
and a very good thing for the United States.

Q. What does Ukraine receive from giving
the warheads and missiles deployed in its terri-
tory?

President Leonid Kravchuk of Ukraine. From
the political point of view, we get a greater
security for having signed the documents with
the Presidents. Both Presidents and the coun-
tries confirm this higher change of security. And
the second point, the Ukraine confirms its policy
which was proclaimed earlier, thus indicating the
continual character of its policy. And the third,
Ukraine receives compensation for nuclear
weapons. And the fourth, Ukraine enters into
normal relations with other states, and this is
the primary thing for great security. I say it
like that: if Ukraine is in friendly relations, fur-
ther ties with Russia and the United States, it
will be secure.

NoTE: The exchange began at 8:55 a.m. in St.
Catherine Hall at the Kremlin. President Yeltsin
and President Kravchuk spoke in their native lan-
guages, and their remarks were translated by an
interpreter. A tape was not available for
verification of the content of this exchange.

The President’s News Conference With President Boris Yeltsin of Russia

in Moscow
January 14, 1994

President Yeltsin. Ladies and gentlemen, I'll
tell you the main thing now. The first official
visit paid by the President of the United States
of America Clinton to Russia has been very
fruitful. It couldn’t have been otherwise because
we know one another only too well and we
needed a great job to do and two great hopes
were placed on us by our nations.

This visit is based on today’s realities, and
at the same time, it projected itself into the
future as regards the difficult past. We and the
President of the United States wrapped it up
solidly back in Vancouver. Work in Moscow was
very intense to obtain great results. The con-
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crete agreements made are crucial to Russia and
the United States and to the entire world.

The talks were held at a history-making time
for both countries. Old habits and stereotypes
fade away. We are searching for new things
in Russia and in America. I must say that we're
in the thick of the Russian-American joint revo-
lution.

During the free democratic elections, the
Russians approved the new constitution, and for
the first time, with no coercion, they elected
their own Parliament. I don’t agree with those
who believe that the first pancake did not turn
out right. If you take a better look at individual
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names and popular slogans, you will see that
the people chose a better way of life, legality
and predictability.

This is a lesson for all of us to learn. Yet,
in order not to repeat past mistakes, I made
it perfectly clear to the U.S. President that we
would expand the scope of reforms, focusing
more on the social dimension. I am confident
that this country will have a greater stability
and a durable social peace.

Bill Clinton demonstrated he has a fine sense
of our particular situation. Indeed, the Ameri-
cans also survived a lot, and they continue to
survive a lot. We may count on their full support
for the reforms implemented by the Russian
President, government, and reformists in the
new Parliament.

I discussed problems concerning our economy
and positive changes that happened, and I re-
ferred to elements of stabilization. And I would
like to underscore that what we need now is
not humanitarian aid but rather full-scale co-
operation with due regard for the period of tran-
sition the young market economy in Russia is
going through now.

Specifically, along with the Tokyo package and
the Clinton package and Vancouver, the most
tangible support for Russia would be the open-
ing of the American market for our exports,
whether raw materials or equipment. And I'm
very much satisfied that today we finally, after
2 years of discussions, we signed an agreement
on uranium. All the cold war restrictions should
be lifted, like the Jackson-Vanik amendment.
We need to remove purist barriers that were
put up under the excuse of Russian dumping
crisis. As regards uranium, I think it is rather
a fear of competition with more advanced tech-
nologies and cheaper materials.

Since Vancouver, Bill Clinton has done a lot,
keeping his promise to remove the economic
bad things of the cold war. Discriminating re-
strictions were struck off from the American
domestic legislation; I mean the bulk of those.
No more high custom duties are levied on about
5,000 Russian products.

The U.S. President has done a great job of
integrating Russia into international financial and
economic organizations. I believe that it won't
take much time for the Group of Seven to turn
into a Group of Eight. During our negotiations,
the Russian-American relations have reached a
point where they became a mature strategic
global partnership along all the lines. It is based

on a commonly held view of new prospects and
fresh problems. We are both confident that to-
day’s world should be democratic, open, and
integrated.

As regards equality, mutual benefits, regard
for one another’s interests, no more references
should be made to that because those are im-
plied. This basic dimension of our partnership
is formalized in the Moscow Declaration we
signed. It demonstrates and consolidates the his-
toric shift in the Russian-American relations in
Eurasia and in the entire world.

Our interaction is now freshly meaningful, and
it is geared toward a better strategic stability
and security. Thanks to that, over a few recent
months the world and our countries avoided
quite a few traps and miscalculations. There was
some progress made: better cooperation in the
areas of security and disarmament, peace-
keeping, and promotion of economic trans-
parency.

The landmark step that we have finally made
in Moscow is the package of agreements leading
to the elimination of nuclear weapons in the
Ukraine. I believe that this is a history-making
document that was signed today by the three
Presidents. Everybody benefits from it and, in
the first place, the Ukrainian people.

The agreements reached at our three-party
summit will save money, remove differences,
and set a good example for other countries to
follow. They are consolidated by the Russian-
American declaration concerning the consolida-
tion of all mass destruction weapon nonprolifera-
tion regimes. And nonproliferation, as you know,
is being called into question now, or is running
a very serious test of strength.

The U.S. President gave me fresh information
about the Partnership For Peace concept that
was approved in Brussels. This idea comes from
the NATO, but there is some basic element
of the Russian-American cooperation in it. This
concept is a very important step toward building
a security system from Vancouver to Vladivostok
that excludes the emergence of new demarcation
lines or areas of unequal security. We believe
that this idea may prove just one of the sce-
narios for building a new Europe. Just one of
those will well impart very specific cooperation
in this dimension of cooperation, including the
military area. Of course, we will keep track of
other collective security structures in Europe,
including such time-tested institutions like the
United Nations and the CSCE.
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I provided very detailed information to Presi-
dent Clinton about the integration of processes
that go on in the former Soviet Union, including
our latest meetings, summit meetings within the
framework of the CIS. You shouldn’t be fearful
of some neoimperial ambitions. Russia is only
interested in stability, and it takes very honest
mediation efforts to extinguish the hotbeds of
conflicts along its new borders.

We are ready to expand our cooperation and
coordinate our action with the United Nations,
CSCE, and the entire international community.
It is too bad that the international community
has yet to show great enthusiasm. It responds
but frugally to our concrete proposals con-
cerning either Abkhazia or Nagorno-Karabakh
or Tajikistan. I believe that we will have a great-
er understanding with the United States of this
very crucial issue.

I raised the issue of human rights violations
and national minorities, especially in the Baltics.
No double standards should be allowed here,
whether it happens in Haiti or in the Baltics.
As a result, we adopted a very forceful declara-
tion on securing human rights. And the Presi-
dent confirmed that he will take appropriate
steps in making contact with the Baltics so that
no more discrimination would be allowed there
against the Russian-speaking population there.

I don’t want to be too optimistic now. This
does not reflect the nature of our sincere and
businesslike conversations. We’ve had dif-
ferences, and we’ll continue to have some dif-
ferences in the future. But what is crucial here
is looking for an understanding that will turn
into a specific policy.

This is our flight plan for the Russian-Amer-
ican partnership that will substitute the flight
plan for strategic missiles that would not be
targeted against one another.

Thank you very much.

Now, Mr. Clinton.

President Clinton. Thank you very much.

Nine months ago President Yeltsin and I met
in Vancouver, and there we laid the foundation
for a new partnership between the United States
and Russia, a partnership based on mutual re-
spect. We have just concluded an excellent and
very productive summit meeting in which we
took important steps to strengthen that partner-
ship. I want to thank President Yeltsin and his
entire team for hosting us and for making these
days so productive.
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Throughout our discussions, I reaffirmed the
strong support of the United States for Russia’s
commitment to democracy and transition to a
market economy. I informed President Yeltsin
that the United States is committed to specific
projects, 100 percent of the $1.6 billion of assist-
ance that I announced in Vancouver, and that
we have actually expended about 70 percent
of the funds. The President and I also discussed
the additional $2.5 billion in assistance for Rus-
sia and the other newly independent states that
my administration proposed in Tokyo in April
and which Congress fully funded this Sep-
tember.

The President gave me strong assurances of
his intention to continue the reform process.
He and I discussed a number of ways in which
the United States and the international commu-
nity can assist in the promotion of reform and
at the same time assist Russia in cushioning
the social hardships which reform has brought
to many Russians.

As a concrete expression of our commitment
to reform, the United States is opening the
doors this week to the Russian Small Enterprise
Fund and has established a new fund for large
enterprises to promote private-sector develop-
ment here. That latter fund will be chaired by
the former Secretary of the Treasury, Michael
Blumenthal.

We also signed a contract to purchase $12
billion of highly enriched uranium over the next
20 years. And I have asked the Secretary of
Commerce, Ron Brown, to lead a very high
level Presidential trade mission to Russia in
March, including leading CEO’s who would be
in a position to promote both trade and invest-
ment here.

We issued today also a joint statement on
human rights in which we express our common
resolve to combat discrimination and all forms
of intolerance including anti-Semitism. Today I
also had an opportunity to describe further the
results of the successful NATO summit this
week. And President Yeltsin assured me, as you
just heard, of Russia’s intention to be a full
and active participant in the Partnership For
Peace.

We took several historic steps to ensure that
the fear of nuclear confrontation will remain
a relic of the past. As you know, Presidents
Yeltsin and Kravchuk and I signed an agreement
that commits Ukraine to eliminate over 1,500
nuclear warheads. All the most modern and



Administration of William J. Clinton, 1994 / Jan. 14

deadly missiles in Ukraine, the SS-24’s, will
have their warheads removed within 10 months.
Second, President Yeltsin and I agreed that as
of May 30th, the nuclear missiles of Russia and
the United States will no longer be targeted
against any country. And third, we signed an
agreement to work closely together in regions
where proliferation risks are greatest, including
the Korean Peninsula and the Middle East.

We also agreed that the sovereignty and inde-
pendence of Russia’s neighbors must be re-
spected. In that respect, I expressed my strong
hope that Russia’s negotiations with Estonia and
Latvia will lead to the withdrawal of troops in
early 1994. And I did agree, as President Yeltsin
said, to press strongly the proposition that the
Russian-speaking people in those republics must
be respected.

Let me close by noting that President Yeltsin
and I have agreed to meet in Naples at the
G-7 summit in July, and I am pleased that
he has accepted my invitation to make a state
visit to the United States this fall. I look forward
to those meetings.

I came to Europe with the hope of beginning
to build a new security rooted in common com-
mitments to democracy and free economics and
mutual respect for security and territorial bor-
ders. I came with a dream that at the end of
the cold war we might all be able to work to-
gether to have a Europe that is integrated, po-
litically, economically, and in terms of security;
a Europe that, for the first time since the estab-
lishment of nation states, would not be divided
by present conflict or lingering animosities.

I now believe we have a better chance to
create that kind of new security, a security in
which great nations will be able to treat each
other as genuine partners, chart their own fu-
tures without being dictated to by others, a fu-
ture in which I believe greatness will be defined
fundamentally by our capacity to enable the men
and women and the children who live within
our borders to live up to the fullest of their
capacities.

I thank President Yeltsin for his partnership
in that endeavor, and I assure you we will con-
tinue to work as hard as we can toward that
common vision.

President Yeltsin. Thank you, Mr. President.

Due to the protocol, we have very restricted
opportunities to take questions.

Russian Reform

Q. Good afternoon. You have mentioned fre-
quently that you would consider the outcome
of the election campaign that happened on De-
cember 12th in your domestic policies. Do you
intend to correct your foreign policy, and in
particular your policy toward the relations with
the United States?

President Yeltsin. 1 believe that we have very
stable and steady relations with the United
States that are well checked and based on part-
nership. But of course, some adjustments will
be made, especially with respect to the social
sphere. We believe that in contrast with the
Vancouver meeting, we will not count on hu-
manitarian aid and direct social aid. This is our
business to attend to.

We are requesting the U.S. side to open the
doors of the American market, to have the re-
strictions lifted to help us with our debts, to
show support for our reform in terms of conver-
sion of our defense-related industries, and so
on. We dont need direct social aid because
such aid is also needed by the United States
people, by the American people. It wouldn’t be
serious. You want to relieve the pressure of un-
employment in Russia without creating jobs for
your own Americans back in your country. We
believe this is our business to attend to. And
out of the forms of support, the rescheduling
of the debts, structural changes in our national
economy, we will look for social guarantees for
our own workers, so that we would reduce im-
poverishment or the poverty level that exists
today in this country.

Q. Do you mean that you are going to retreat
a bit from shock therapy and go a little slower
in order to improve the lives of—l[inaudible]?

President Yeltsin. No. In terms of reform, we
will take resolute action and will continue to
press ahead. And in this regard, the U.S. Presi-
dent is in agreement to support such a policy.

President Clinton. If T could respond briefly
to both of the last two questions, from my per-
spective. I commend President Yeltsin for his
commitment to continuing the path of economic
reform. If you look at 1993 as compared with
1992, if you look at how much the deficit was
reduced as a percentage of annual income, if
you look at how much inflation was brought
down, if you look at how much the stabilization
of the currency was improved, I think that the
continued work toward hooking the Russian
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economy into the global economic system based
on markets is a very sound thing.

We had great, long talks about what could
be done and what kind of assistance the United
States and others could provide to recognize
that there are certain dislocations which come
from these changes, so that the people of Russia
will know that there is an effort being made
to deal with those problems. But I also have
to tell you that I believe that the people will
begin to benefit in ways that they could not
see perhaps last year, in the coming year when
we have more trade and more investment. And
as people around the world and in the United
States, in particular, see that the President is
serious about this, I think the benefits will begin
to flow.

That, plus constructing the kind of social sup-
port system in job retraining, unemployment,
all of those things that just have to be put to-
gether and are not easy to put together when
you don’t have one, I think these things will
help a lot.

The other point I'd like to make to you, sir,
is that from my point of view, President Yeltsin
has been unfairly criticized in some quarters
for his relationship with the United States. The
implication that somehow we have tried to di-
rect the course of Russian policy is just not
accurate and not true. The people of Russia
have to define their own future. All I have tried
to do is to say that as long as we share the
same values and the same vision, as long as
we share a dream of political freedom and eco-
nomic freedom and respect for our neighbors,
I want to be an equal partner, because I believe
this is a very great nation and that the world,
the whole world, and particularly Europe has
a real interest in seeing Russia succeed, in see-
ing this reform movement succeed.

So I think our relationships in that sense have
been quite correct all along, and some have
sought to mischaracterize them in a way that
I think is not accurate. I come here as a friend
and a partner, not—we have our problems at
home, too—every country does. The United
States has no interest in charting Russia’s future;
that’s for Russia to do. But we can be partners,
and we should be.

Denuclearization Agreement

Q. My question—and I refer it to both Presi-
dents—during the Brussels visit, the Russian
party requested the United States and NATO
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to make a greater influence on Ukraine con-
cerning strategic arms. Have your expectations
come true, given the agreements you've signed
in Moscow?

President Yeltsin. Our expectations came per-
fectly true, promptly. We've signed an agree-
ment with Ukraine to eliminate all of Ukraine’s
nuclear weapons. Their nuclear weapons will be
shipped to Russia for destruction. And of course,
with respect to uranium, we need to provide
some compensation. Instead of weapons-grade
uranium, we need to provide them with fuel-
grade uranium. And we are in agreement.

We will continue to process—with U.S. assist-
ance—we will continue to process weapons-
grade uranium into fuel uranium. And since
we've signed an agreement on uranium today,
it appears to me that today our agreement
with—the three-party agreement with Ukraine
signed by the three Presidents is a history-mak-
ing decision. And I believe that there is a great
role that has been played by Russia and the
United States and personally by the U.S. Presi-
dent Bill Clinton.

President Clinton. 1 am fully satisfied with
the agreement. I want to compliment again
President Kravchuk for seeing what I believe
are the real security interests of his country.
I think his country is stronger for signing this
agreement. It will certainly be more economi-
cally powerful in the years to come as more
investors are more interested in supporting the
decision to be non-nuclear.

And I want to support and compliment Presi-
dent Yeltsin. The United States, 1 believe,
played a very valuable role in this, but it was
President Yeltsin’s suggestion to me that we set
up this trilateral process. I have enjoyed working
in it. T worked hard on this. Vice President
Gore worked hard on this, and of course, the
rest of our team did. And I assure you that
I intend to maintain an intense personal involve-
ment in this whole area.

I think, by the way, a strong and an inde-
pendent Ukraine is critical to this whole devel-
opment of an integrated Europe that we are
working on in our partnership here.

Russian Reform

Q. A question for both Presidents. President
Yeltsin, you have made a commitment today and
President Clinton has agreed and has urged you
to continue the commitment to the economic
reforms. It will take a while, though, to create
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the institutions that can cushion the effects. The
recent elections have shown that only 15 percent
of the people elected support that policy. How
can that be sustained politically given the oppo-
sition youre going to face in the Parliament?

And President Clinton, without direct aid,
what really can the international institutions do
to make this more viable for President Yeltsin?

President Yelisin. Firstly, I disagree with your
statistics—15 percent of the Russians support
the reforms. This is not the case. This is untrue.
You should take a look at the results of the
voting for the constitution. The constitution is
support for the reforms. I'm not talking about
individual people or voting for individual parties
or blocs of parties. They voted for the constitu-
tion that will decide the future of Russia and
the future of Russia reforms. This is where the
Russians made their choice. And they number
about 60 percent, 60.

Now, with respect to support from inter-
national institutions, we discussed this topic. In-
cidentally, we've discussed about 30 issues, or
even more than that, both domestic Russian
issues and domestic U.S. issues, bilateral rela-
tions, international relations, and so on and so
forth, security issues. There was a large host
of such issues that were discussed.

I believe that the fact that we approved the
Tokyo package and the fact that that is too
bad that the Group of Seven is not very happy
or is very slow in implementing that decision,
that is bad. Bill Clinton kept his promise he
made in Vancouver. The first package worth
$1.6 billion was paid; the second package, worth
about the same amount of money, to be ap-
proved by the Congress in 1994 and 1995, will
be paid. And as regards Group of Seven com-
mitments, or the big seven commitments, I
think the case is much more difficult here. The
decision was made, but theyre very slow in im-
plementing that decision. And that saddens my
friend, Bill Clinton.

President Clinton. Let me respond to your
question, because I think it’s important to talk
about what we are doing here. First of all, get-
ting the deal on uranium is a big thing. That
guarantees a steady stream of commercial—it’s
a business deal, but it will guarantee some
money flowing in here every year for a long
time.

Now, in addition to that, I have asked in
my ‘95 budget for $900 million in aid. And
if you take that plus the $2.5 billion in this

second package for the entire republics of the
former Soviet Union, but most of it will come
here to Russia, there will be more than $1 bil-
lion in aid in each of the next 2 years.

In addition to that, we have reached agree-
ment with the G-7 countries to do a number
of other things which I think will help a lot.
We are opening an office here headed by an
American—that’s a G-7 office—to make sure
that all of the commitments are followed
through on. And it’s open now this week. We
are going to work with trying to get funds, which
I'm confident we can, to Russia’s energy cus-
tomers so that they can pay their bills for the
energy that Russia is providing them. That’s a
business deal, but it will give them a significant
amount of money.

We have offered technical assistance, which
is all President Yeltsin has asked for, in trying
to help work through these social services
issues—how do you set up the training programs
and other support programs to cushion the dis-
location? We are beginning this week again
under the leadership of Jerry Corrigan to fund
the Small Business Development Fund, and
we're setting up this large business fund.

Let me say one final thing. The willingness
of President Yeltsin to continue on the path
of economic reform, I think, will be met posi-
tively by the international financial institutions
in a reasonable way. And I think that that can
free up billions of dollars of assistance in the
next several months for continued reinvestment.
And again, when Ron Brown comes here in
March, I think you will see a significant increase
in trade and investment from the United States.

So we are going to be heavily involved in
this in ways that I believe will begin to affect
the ordinary Russian people in a positive way.
The problem is that there’s always a time lag
between taking these tough decisions and when
somebody can feel it in their own lives. And
that'’s what I was trying to communicate when
I was walking the street yesterday here in Mos-
cow, shaking hands with people and talking to
them and listening to them. We have to, all
of us who care very much about the greatness
and the potential of this country and who want
a genuine partnership, have to be sensitive to
that. But I believe that these initiatives will
begin to be felt in the lives of average Russian
working people. And I think they will, in the
aggregate, they will be quite significant over the
next couple of years.
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Russian Parliament

Q. Given the composition of the new Par-
liament in Russia, do you believe that you will
have some problem having the Parliament to
ratify our agreement with some Western part-
ners—maybe foreign policies will get tougher
as approved by the Parliament? Do you believe
that you as the President of this country are
in some difficulty in dealing with your foreign
partners?

President Yeltsin. 1 don’t believe that this is
the sort of Parliament that we have. I believe
our Parliament is smarter, more intellectual,
more experienced. The upper Chamber of the
Parliament, I believe, will pursue policies shared
by the President and by the Government, and
state. Duma, the lower Chamber, will get to
that with time. They will realize that such major
international agreements and treaties may not
be delayed in terms of ratification; I mean
agreements like the one we concluded on the
destruction of chemical weapons and such like.

I don’t believe they will do that. Otherwise
they would show no respect for their own peo-
ple. But I believe that there are Members of
Parliament, and I mentioned that in my mes-
sage, should be mindful of the fact that they
are representatives of the people and the people
told them how to behave in the Parliament.
They should have a fine political sense. Of
course, our Parliament is very young, but I'm
still confident that the Parliament will proceed
constructively.

Q. President Clinton, I wondered, what are
your impressions after your firsthand experience
here in Moscow? What is your assessment of
the threat that the ultranationalist movement
poses to the movement toward democracy?

President Clinton. Well, those who are in the
Parliament are, after all, the product of democ-
racy. And I think that there are two separate
things here. I think we have to respect the
democratic process. And in every democratic
process, no one is satisfied with the outcome
of all elections. I can testify to that. So in that
sense, I don’t think they present a threat to
the democratic process.

Now, I think what is happening here is that
Russia, which is and has been a very great coun-
try for a very long time, is doing what countries
are required to do from time to time, theyre
having to redefine what greatness means, estab-
lish a vision for the future. And when times
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are difficult, and the Russian people have been
through some difficult times, there are those,
always, in every age in time, who can generate
some support by defining greatness in terms
of the past. But in the end, the only people
who really make it work are those who define
greatness in terms of the future. And that’s why
I think the reform movement in the end will
prevail. Because if you look at the nature of
the global economy, if you look at the things
that are happening that really move and change
people’s lives, I think history is on the side
of the reformers.

And I also believe what will happen is—keep
in mind you're going to have some interesting
debates in this Duma. I wish I could—I enjoy
watching the news every night. It’s nice to be
in a place where some other President’s having
trouble with his Parliament instead of me.
[Laughter] President Yeltsin made a valuable
point here: When these issues begin to be de-
bated and when people move from the level
of campaign rhetoric, which is always highly ab-
stract, to the real problems of real people, you
also may see a new consensus developing. And
the only thing I would say to all of the people
who are in this newly elected Duma is that
you have an enormous opportunity and a re-
sponsibility. You are the product of the first
genuinely democratic, constitutionally provided
Parliament in the history of your country, and
you ought to be willing to just listen and learn
and grow and deal with the issues.

I don’t think the United States or anybody
else should overreact to this. These folks are
just getting started on what will be a great and
exciting journey. And I think we ought to wish
them well and see what happens.

President Yeltsin. Due to the protocol com-
mitments we have to limit the time of our press
conference. ]ust one more question on the Rus-
sian and U.S. side.

Partnership For Peace and NATO

Q. I would like to get a more specific sense
of your view, Mr. Clinton and Boris
Nikolayevich. I'm talking about prospective ad-
mission of other states to NATO, and I am
referring to states there on the borders of Rus-
sia. Do you believe that Russia will join NATO
sometime in the future and on what conditions?

President Yeltsin. 1 believe that the initiative
displayed by U.S. President Bill Clinton and by
some European politicians, I mean in terms of
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not admitting one country by one to NATO,
but rather to declare them Partners For Peace
and security, provides a very good formula. Be-
cause we need to draw up one more line here
because if you divide us in the black and the
white, it is no good.

On the other hand, the time will come when
Russia will be integrated and all the others will
be integrated, but they will be integrated with
one another in just one package, as they say.
And this will bring security to everybody. But
if you sort of dismember us, I mean, accepting
us or admitting us one by one is no good. I'm
against that—opposed. That is why I support
the initiative shown by the U.S. President with
respect to the Partnership For Peace.

President Clinton. The whole idea behind the
Partnership For Peace was to develop a post-
cold-war mechanism in which countries that
shared the same commitments, in this case, the
commitment to respect the territorial borders
of their neighbors, a commitment to civilian con-
trol over the military, a commitment to joint
planning and training and military exercises, that
these countries could work together and could
work toward eventual NATO membership if
they wish it and if that is the direction that
seems best for security in the post-cold-war
world. That is, the NATO membership plainly
contemplated an expansion.

But this Partners%ip For Peace is a real thing
now. It is real now. We invited all the republics
of the former Soviet Union, all the Warsaw Pact
nations, and the other non-NATO members of
Europe to be part of the Partnership For Peace.
All were invited. All were told that this can
also lead to eventual membership in NATO, but
that our objective is to create an undivided and
united Europe, united around political freedom,
economic freedom, military cooperation, and re-
spect for one another’s borders, for the first
time in the history of the nation state. It has
never happened before.

So the short answer to your question is yes,
this could happen. And I think we share that
vision. And I think that we have a particular
responsibility, the two of us, to try to work to-
ward that vision.

Press Secretary Myers. This will be the last
question.

Bosnia

Q. President Clinton, did you discuss the sub-
ject of Bosnia? What was the nature of your
discussions? And does President Yeltsin agree

with the intention expressed at the NATO meet-
ings of launching air strikes if the situation does
not improve in Sarajevo, or in all of Bosnia,
really?

President Clinton. First of all, since I asked
the NATO people, my colleagues in NATO, to
debate this issue with great precision, let me
try to characterize with great precision what it
is they voted to do.

They voted to reaffirm the position that air
strikes should be considered if Sarajevo is
shelled to the point of, in effect, being threat-
ened or strangled so that the U.N. mission could
not proceed. That is, the United Nations mission
in Bosnia cannot succeed unless Sarajevo is
there as a place where there are hospitals, a
place where we can get humanitarian aid, and
where we can get medicine and things like that
in and out of. They voted to ask the military
commanders to examine whether or not any-
thing could be done with air power or any other
military resources to guarantee the transfer of
troops, the exchange of troops in Srebrenica,
and the opening of the air strip at Tuzla, again,
for humanitarian purposes.

I want to emphasize that because there is
a lot of confusion here. None of the things in
the NATO resolution are designed necessarily
to bring a peace agreement to Bosnia. They
are all designed to further the United Nations
mission in Bosnia, which is to try to keep as
many people alive as possible until the parties
will make peace.

I think I should let President Yeltsin speak
for himself on what he thinks of what NATO
did on Bosnia. We've all had our differences
over Bosnia, and everybody’s got a different idea
about it. What we did talk about last night was
whether there was anything else either of us
could do or whether there was anything we
could do together to try to bring the conflict
to an end. I mean, that’s what we want. We
want those people to stop killing each other
and make a reasonable peace in which they can
all live and start raising their children and going
back to a normal life again.

We reached no conclusive results, but we had
a pretty honest conversation, and a few things
were said that I think we might be able to
follow up on. Anything I were to say—excuse
me—anything I might say with greater speci-
ficity would probably only confuse things and
raise false hopes. This is a real thicket. But
we had
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what I thought was an honest, good conversation
about the larger issue, which is, is there anything
else anybody from outside can do to help make
peace?

But I think it’s very important, because this
air strike thing has become sort of a psycho-
logical litmus test. What NATO did was to list
three possible areas of military action, all de-
signed to further the U.N. mission, none of
them pretending to ultimately settle the conflict.
The NATO leaders said over and over and over
again, ultimately, the parties will have to will-
ingly agree to a peace.

So what I discussed with President Yeltsin
was whether there was anything we can do to

help bring peace. We've reached no conclusive
results, but we had the basis for continuing dis-
cussions about it.

President Yeltsin. Thank you, ladies and gen-
tlemen. The news conference is over.

Thank you very much.

President Clinton. He said he agreed with
my characterization of our conversation. [Laugh-
ter]

NOTE: The President’s 44th news conference
began at 11:41 a.m. in the Kremlin Press Center.
President Yeltsin spoke in Russian, and his re-
marks were translated by an interpreter.

Remarks in a Town Meeting With Russian Citizens in Moscow

January 14, 1994

The  President. Thank you, Alexander
Nikolaiovich, for that introduction, for your life-
time of accomplishment, and your support for
free speech and for reform.

I am deeply honored to be here today at
this station, which has become for all the world
a beacon of information and truth. Attacked 3
months ago by opponents of reform, Ostankino
stands as a symbol of the power of free expres-
sion and of the brave sacrifices the Russian peo-
ple have been making to build a great and free
future.

I'm so glad there are many young people
here, and I hope there are many, many more
watching us on television, because it is the fu-
ture of the youth of Russia that I wish to speak
about. Once every generation or two, all great
nation’s must stop and think about where they
are in time. They must regenerate themselves.
They must imagine their future in a new way.
Your generation has come of age at one of those
moments.

Yesterday I walked through Moscow. I
stopped at a bakery and bought some bread.
I went into another shop and talked to the peo-
ple there. I talked with an awful lot of people
on the street. I went to Kazan Cathedral and
lit a candle in memory of my mother. It is
a cathedral which, like Russia itself, has been
built anew on old foundations.

Over the centuries, the Russian people have
shown their greatness in many ways: in the arts
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and literature, on the battlefield, in the univer-
sity, and in space. Though the Communist sys-
tem suppressed human rights and human initia-
tive and repressed your neighbors and brought
the world the cold war, still the greatness of
the Russian people shone through.

Now on the brink of the 21st century, your
nation is being called upon once again to rede-
fine its greatness in terms that are appropriate
to the present day and to the future, in ways
that will enable your nation to be strong and
free and prosperous and at peace.

We live in a curious time. Modern revolutions
are changing life for the better all over the
world. Revolutions in information and commu-
nications and technology and production, all
these things make democracy more likely. They
make isolated, state-controlled economies even
more dysfunctional. They make opportunities for
those able to seize them more numerous and
richer than ever before. And yet even in this
modern world, the oldest of humanity’s demons
still plague us, the hatreds of people for one
another based solely on their religion or their
race or their ethnic backgrounds or sometimes
simply on the piece of ground they happen to
have been born upon.

In the midst of these conflicts between the
faces and forces of tomorrow and the forces
of yesterday, I believe that the greatness of na-
tions in the 2lIst century will be defined not
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by whether they can dictate to millions and mil-
lions of people within and beyond their borders
but instead by whether they can provide their
citizens, without regard to their race or their
gender, the opportunity to live up to the fullest
of their ability, to take full advantage of the
incredible things that are in the world of today
and tomorrow.

Therefore, if we are to realize the greatness
of Russia in the 21st century, I believe your
nation must be strong democratically and eco-
nomically. And in this increasingly inter-
connected world, you must be able to get along
together and to get along with and trade with
your neighbors close at hand and all around
the globe. To do that, I think we will have
to write an entirely new future for all of Europe,
a future in which security is based not on old
divisions but on the new integration of nations
by means of their shared commitment to democ-
racy, to open economies, and to peaceful mili-
tary cooperation.

I come here as a friend and supporter of
the democratic changes going on in this nation.
I hope that my Nation and I can make a positive
contribution in the spirit of genuine and equal
partnership, not simply to these large changes
but a positive contribution to the everyday lives
of ordinary citizens of this great nation.

In the end, you will have to decide your own
future. I do not presume to do that. Your future
is still yours to make, yours to write, yours to
shape. But I do come to say that my Nation
and its President want very much to be your
equal partners and genuine friends.

If T were in your place listening to this
speech, I might ask myself, “Why is this guy
saying this? What is on his mind? Why is he
really eager to work with us?” First of all, I
identify with and even sympathize with the dif-
ficulty of the changes you face. I ran for Presi-
dent of the United States in 1992 because I
was convinced that my Nation had to make
some very hard choices and some tough changes
in order to keep the dream that had inspired
Americans for 200 years alive, in order to keep
the hopes of our working people alive in a fierce
and difficult and ever-changing new global econ-
omy. So I understand that. I have devoted my-
self at home to making those changes, and I
know the changes are difficult, even in an envi-
ronment in which they are easier than the ones
you face. So I come here in genuine sympathy
and understanding.

Secondly, I am interested in supporting these
changes because my Nation stood for so long
against a Communist system, against its lack of
freedom, against its excessive dictates, against
its imperial impulses, and I could not bear to
think that a majority of your people would ever
be sorry to have given it up.

I come here because 1 believe that together
we can write a new future for Europe and help
the entire world to have a more peaceful and
prosperous future. And frankly, I come here be-
cause 1 believe your success is clearly in the
best interests of the United States and of ordi-
nary American citizens. For it is in our interest
to be able to spend less on defense and to
invest more in our own people, in the education
and health and welfare and technology that will
help to carry us into a better time in the 21st
century. It is in our interest to curb the spread
of weapons of mass destruction and to cooperate
with you in reducing threats to peace all around
the world. It is in our interest to develop new
trade ties and new customers. And each of these
developments is more likely if we have a gen-
uine, equal partnership with a strong and free
Russia.

I believe how you define your future will be
determined in large measure by how you decide
to respond as a people to the three great chal-
lenges facing you. First, will you continue to
work for a genuine market economy, or will
you slow down or turn back? Second, will you
continue to strengthen and deepen your com-
mitment to democracy, or will you allow it to
be restricted? And third, how will you define
your role in the world as a great power? Will
you define it in yesterday’s terms or tomorrow’s?

Let me begin with a challenge that clearly
most affects the daily lives of the people of
this nation, the economic one. I know that your
transition to a market economy has been hard,
painful, even emotionally disorienting to millions
of people. But if the change seems costly, con-
sider the price of standing still or trying to go
back. A rigid, state-run economy simply does
not work in the modern world.

To be sure, the system you had produced
a very literate society, made some of you the
best educated people in the world, developed
a high-tech base and developed a strong indus-
trial base tied quite closely to your military
might. But it is inadequate to a dramatically
changing, highly competitive, increasingly flexi-
ble global economy in which all decisions simply
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cannot be made by a handful of people from
the top down and in which no country is im-
mune from the forces without.

The old system failed before. That is why
you are in the present period of transition. If
you attempted to reimpose it, it would fail you
again. Let me make it clear that I do not suggest
that markets solve all problems. They clearly
do not solve all of society’s problems. And in-
deed, they create some problems for every soci-
ety, problems which must be frankly and forth-
rightly addressed by people who propose to have
a strong community of common interest and
common concern within their nation. Yet it is
clear that the surest way to prosperity in the
world in which we live is the ability of people
to produce and to sell high-quality goods and
services both within and beyond their borders.
There is no other clear path to prosperity.

Russia clearly has the capacity to do well in
this kind of economy. You have enormous tech-
nological prowess, a highly educated citizenry
that is known and respected around the world.
You have immensely valuable natural resources.
It is clear that you have the capacity to do
well. You have a rapidly growing private sector.
Already your nation has privatized nearly one-
third of its industry. About 600 businesses a
month are privatizing. Tens of millions of your
people now own private property and are gain-
ing daily experience in market economies. But
there remain serious problems, the most pro-
found, of course, is high rates of inflation.

Inflation at high rates destroys wages. It
makes people feel that they can’t keep up and
that no matter how hard they work, they will
not be rewarded for their labor. It hurts the
ordinary working people, the very people that
are the backbone of any society, who have to
believe that the future can be better than the
present. It undermines that very belief and
makes it so difficult to develop and maintain
a majority for the changes and the short-term
sacrifices that have to be made. So inflation
must be tamed. And as everyone knows, that
also has its price, for inflation can only be tamed
if the government is willing to print less money
and therefore to spend less.

The next problem you have, it seems to me
as an outside observer, is that even though you
have a lot of privatization of companies, the
systems on which every private economy de-
pends are not as well-developed as they ought
to be. There are not enough laws which clarify
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and protect contracts, which make tax systems
clear, which provide, in other words, the frame-
work within which all different kinds of trans-
actions can occur. But that can be rather easily
corrected.

There are other problems. I might just men-
tion one other that President Yeltsin has talked
about quite a lot lately and that has received
a lot of attention all around the world since
the last election here in Russia, and that is that
your country must develop some sort of social
safety net as all other successful market econo-
mies have to deal with the fact that some people
are always going to have difficulties in a rapidly
changing economy. Most people can be restored
to participation in the economy in times of pros-
perity, but in any market economy there will
always be people who are dislocated. So you
have to have training systems, retraining sys-
tems, systems to make sure that new businesses
can always be started when old businesses are
stopping, and systems to deal with people who
simply are not competitive in difficult times.

Now, you must determine how to do this.
No one can determine how to do it for you
or even whether to do it. But as your partner,
I can tell you that the United States will do
what we can to help to ease your hardships
as you move forward on this path and do what
we can to help you make the decisions that
you are prepared to make.

Let me say that I think this has been, in
some ways, the most difficult period of all for
you because you have taken a lot of risks, you
have made a lot of changes already, and yet
the changes have not been felt tangibly in the
lives of most ordinary citizens in the country.
And that is very difficult. But I can say that
just as an outside observer, it seems to me that
it is likely that you will begin to see those
changes.

Let me just give you a couple of examples.
I asked Vice President Gore and Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin to work on a program of eco-
nomic cooperation in the fields of energy, the
environment, and space. You have massive en-
ergy resources. If we can just get a few more
things worked out, it will lead to big flows of
money and investment, prosperity, and jobs into
this nation.

We have reached an agreement, an unprece-
dented agreement, for cooperation in space.
Next month, Russian cosmonauts will serve on
our space shuttle. We will share our resources,



Administration of William J. Clinton, 1994 / Jan. 14

share our knowledge, share our training. And
we will uncover things in space and in our ven-
ture which will have direct economic benefits
to the people of Russia and the people of the
United States. We both have different but very
significant environmental problems which re-
quire high levels of skill and technology but
which generate enormous economic opportuni-
ties and large numbers of jobs. These things
will come.

Secondly, last April when I met with Presi-
dent Yeltsin, I pledged $1.6 billion in United
States aid. We have now committed all that
aid, and 70 percent of the money has been
spent. And I provided a map the other day
which showed that it had been spent all over
the country in all kinds of different ways, mostly
to help you to develop a private economy. You
will begin to see the benefits of that.

Just this week, the G-7 big industrial nations
opened an office in this city, led by an Amer-
ican, for the purpose of making sure that we
speed up the aid that was promised last summer
but which has been coming too slowly. In Sep-
tember, the Congress of the United States ap-
proved another $2.5 billion aid package which
can now begin to flow again to try to create
jobs and opportunities and to help slow the rate
of inflation in this country. So I believe that
specific benefits will begin to be felt, and people
will come to see that there is a light at the
end of this long tunnel.

Just today we announced the signing of a
contract for the purchase of highly enriched ura-
nium, a contract which will bring another $12
billion to this nation over the next several years.
And we are working hard to get assistance to
the nations which buy your energy, because so
many of them cannot afford to pay for it, to
make sure that you can be paid in cash, prompt-
ly, as you sell your energy resources. All these
things will begin to have an impact on the lives
of ordinary citizens. That is something that—
as someone who also has to run for election
on a periodic basis, I am sensitive to that. In
a democracy, if you put people in the driver’s
seat, they are going to drive. So it is best to
give them a good road to drive on, and we
are working with that.

The next great challenge Russia faces is the
consolidation of democracy, and I want to say
just a few words about that. Just like the market,
democracy is no cure-all for all economic trou-
bles or social strains. It is always a noisy and

messy system. Our common ally in World War
I1, the British Prime Minister Winston Churchill
once said that, “Democracy is the worst possible
form of government, except for all of the oth-
ers.” Why did he say that? Because the debate
is so wide; the opinions are so different. And
sometimes the differences are so sharp that you
wonder if anything will ever be done. But de-
mocracy still offers the best guarantee of good
decisionmaking and the protection of individual
and minority rights.

In a society like yours and mine and through-
out the multiethnic expanse of Europe, democ-
racy offers the best hope of protecting diversity
and of making diversity a source of strength,
harnessing it to a world in which diversity is
perhaps the overwhelming fact of life. That is
why I would argue to you that each of us, in
order to protect your democracy and mine, has
a personal responsibility to denounce intolerance
and ethnic hatred and anti-Semitism and any-
thing that undermines the ability of everybody
who lives within our national borders to be as
productive as possible. Because, keep in mind,
in the world in which we live, if you make
any decision that deprives anybody who lives
in your country of the right to live up to the
fullest of their capacities, you have weakened
your own ability to be free and prosperous and
successful.

I might say it is also why the United States
has cautioned other nations to respect the rights
of ethnic Russians and other minorities within
their borders. In both our nations, the success
of democracy depends partly on a formal con-
stitution and partly on regular elections and re-
specting those elections. But it also depends
upon a full array of other free associations that
give real life and texture to democracies: inde-
pendent trade unions, newspapers, and a wide
variety of civic and cultural associations.

If, like me, you are in a position of authority,
you know that the freedom of speech can some-
times be a painful thing. Even in Roman times
the great Emperor Marcus Aurelius said that
the freedom of speech for someone in power
was something to be endured, not enjoyed. But
it is essential to democratic life that people feel
free to say what they believe without fear of
retaliation.

We are committed to fostering this kind of
democratic ferment, and we are prepared to
provide whatever kind of technical assistance we
can to help it do well here. I say that because
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some people are concerned at the wide variety
of views and the loud expression of those views
we see in the Duma here after the last election.
That can be a healthy thing if, but only if,
everybody else’s views are respected and pro-
tected too. For once democracy becomes an in-
strument of crushing the views of the minorities,
of those who disagree, of those who don’t have
the muscle, then democracy itself soon dis-
appears.

The third great challenge you face today is
redefining the role of your great nation in this
age: What does it mean to be a great power
in this 21st century? How will you define it?
How will you know Russia is a great nation?
If someone asked you to describe it, looking
to the future, how would you know? If someone
asked you to describe it looking back in the
early 1800’s, you would say, “We are a great
nation because we beat Napoleon and ran him
out of Russia.” Right? Whether you agree or
disagree with the Communist system, you can
say you were a great nation in the sense that
you loomed large at the height of the Soviet
empire with the Warsaw Pact. Great does not
always mean good, but at least it’s large.

How will you define your greatness? It is a
profoundly important question that you must an-
swer. 1 think there are some different ways to
describe it. Russia cosponsored with the United
States the Middle East peace process. I think
it was a very great thing when Israel and the
PLO signed their accord on September 13,
1993. I think it is a good thing that we are
continuing to work until a comprehensive settle-
ment is reached in that troubled area.

I think it was a great thing what we did today
with the Presidents of Ukraine and Russia and
the United States, agreeing to get all the nuclear
weapons out of Ukraine and to give fair com-
pensation to that nation for the uranium they
are giving up. It makes the world a safer place.
It makes your nation and mine less vulnerable
to nuclear terrorism or threats. It shows that
we can move beyond the nuclear age entirely.

There are still questions, you know, in the
world about how you will define your greatness.
When I was at the NATO conference and after-
ward, there are nations that live between West-
ern Europe and the border of Russia who still
wonder what the future holds, nations who said,
“Put me in NATO now just in case. Oh, I be-
lieve this President of Russia when he says he
respects the territorial borders of other nations,
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but look at the history of Russia. Think of the
national impulse. Draw another line across Eu-
rope now, while you have a chance.” There are
people who are in the Baltic nations now who
hear some of the debate in your politics, who
hear the threats to take them over again. One
of your political leaders even suggested you
might like to have Alaska back. I don’t think
I can go along with that. [Laughter]

I say that because all those definitions, I
would argue to you, are looking to yesterday.
What in the world would you do with an army
of occupation to the east? How would you pay
for it? And what would it give you? How would
you be more powerful than some small nation,
one of the industrial tigers of Asia, for example,
producing and selling goods and services at such
a rate that their people’s incomes are going up
by 10 percent a year, and they are giving the
people who live there the opportunity to do
things that would have been undreamed of by
their parents or grandparents? This is a very
serious thing.

I believe that the greatness of a nation that
lasts for centuries and centuries and centuries,
as this nation has, is the ability to redefine itself
in every age and time. The young people of
Russia especially now have a chance to show
that a great power can promote patriotism with-
out expansionism, that a great power can pro-
mote national pride without national prejudice.
That, I submit, is your challenge.

Today, you face no threat from invasion. That
was a legitimate concern of Russia for decades
and decades, a legitimate reason to want a buff-
er zone around your borders in former times.
It is not there now. I believe the measure of
your greatness in the future will be whether
Russia, the big neighbor, can be the good neigh-
bor.

That is why it is so important that as your
forces operate beyond your borders, they do
so according to international law, why it is im-
portant that you continue your planned with-
drawal from all the Baltic States, why it is im-
portant that your nation work with the United
States and the rest of Europe to build the Part-
nership For Peace called for at the NATO con-
ference this year, so that for the first time in
the history of nation states we can have a Eu-
rope that is united by a shared commitment
to democracy, free-market economies, and mu-
tual respect for borders, instead of a Europe
that is divided, for the first time in history.
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I'm very proud and pleased that President
Yeltsin decided to participate in the Partnership
For Peace and work for an integrated Europe,
that he signed the historic accord with President
Kravchuk and with me today to eliminate over
1,800 nuclear warheads. These are hopeful signs
and, I believe, signs that indicate you can make
a future that is different from the past.

Yours is a history of heroism and of persistent
hope. The question now is, can we make the
economic decisions, the political decisions that
foster hope? You will have to decide these
things. I'm amused when I come here in the
spirit of genuine partnership and respect and
some people say, “Well, the United States is
trying to dictate our course.” Nothing could be
further from the truth. Believe me, my friends,
it’s all we can do to deal with our own problems.
We don’t have time to try to dictate your course.
But the course you take will affect us, and so
we want you to make decisions that are best
for you.

And I will close as I began: Will you define
your future greatness in terms that were relevant
to the past or terms that will shape the future?
This is a crossroad and a difficult one. But the
younger generations of Russians will look back
on this time with either gratitude or regret, de-
pending on how those questions are answered,
the economic, the political, the military ques-
tions.

I believe you will choose the future. After
all, Russia did not get to this point by making
all that many wrong decisions in the past. And
every nation makes a few mistakes. There are
few people anywhere that have more knowledge
of history, both positive and negative, that have
more reason to hope for the future than you
do. T know the present is difficult, but if you
make the right decisions, if you choose hope
over fear, then the future will reward your cour-
age and your vision.

Thank you very much.

[At this point, the television station took a com-
mercial break.]

The President. Now we're going to take some
questions from the audience. And what I will
do is, we have also some remote sites, so I'll
take one from the right, one from the left, T'll
do the screen and come back, okay? I can’t
see so well, so

Q. Do I need to speak Russian or English?

The President. Speak English. And then they
can listen to the translation, and I'll listen to
you.

Q. I am a student of Moscow University. Mr.
Clinton, what do you think about the future
education in Russia, what it needs to be, how
it needs to be done, and what changes are need-
ed?

The President. Well, I'm not an expert in your
education system, although I have spent a little
time trying to find out about it, because in my
career in the U.S., my major area of interest
was education. I think first you have a very
strong basic system. Virtually all your people
are literate. An enormous number of your peo-
ple speak more than one language. And you
have very strong technical programs.

I would say you need to develop some of
your educational programs for the professions
that manage market economies. Do you have
enough people who can run things in a very
rapidly changing world? I think there are some
gaps here, in other words, in the kinds of train-
ing you have for the kind of economy you're
trying to develop. And I think some studies
should be done about that, and you should pro-
vide those education programs. But you're actu-
ally quite fortunate in having a very literate soci-
ety and a very strong background in the arts,
the humanities, and in science and technology.

Keep in mind one other thing. In most mod-
ern market economies, the average person, even
if he or she stays with the same employer, will
change the nature of their work seven or eight
times in a lifetime. So it’s impossible to give
someone even a university degree that answers
all the questions they will face in the workplace
forever. So you have to develop systems of
learning for a lifetime. And the most important
thing is that you just get a good basic foundation
that enables you to think well, to solve problems
and to change, to learn as new things come
along.

Q. I am a first-year student at the department
of foreign languages at Moscow University. First,
I'd like to

The President. Well, I'd say you're a success-
ful student. No accent. [Laughter]

Q. I'd like to thank you for what you think
about our future in economics and in democ-
racy. But T'd like to remind you that—how I
see tomorrow of our country is the spiritual
power. Some astrologists say that Russia will
soon become the center of everything because
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we have this spiritual energy here. What do
you think of that? You didn’t mention anything
about our cultural future. Thank you.

The President. Well, I mentioned a little bit
about it, but I think you have enormous cultural
power. I think you also have enormous spiritual
power. There is a great energy in this country
that communicates itself. It’s always been here,
I think. And in some ways it was repressed
in the last several decades. And it's coming out
now in all kinds of ways, not only in terms
of creative culture but also in terms of new
interest in religion and faith and all kinds of
things that show the character and depth of
the nation. And I would urge you to cultivate
that, both in terms of culture and faith.

Someone ask a question. I can’t pick anyone
there. You’ll have to be self-selected.

Q. Good day, Mr. President. This is the cradle
of perestroika. This is the birthplace of the first
and last President of the Soviet Union. This
is a multinational area. We have all kinds of
people here, students, workers, office workers,
representatives from the Cossacks, also refugees
from the hot points in the former Soviet Union.

Mr. President, on the territory of the former
Soviet Union, civil wars go on without end. Rus-
sia, unfortunately, either cannot or doesn’t want
to settle the civil strife. What is your feeling?
Does the United States of America plan to get
involved in these conflicts? And if so, in what
way? And more so because there is an example
of Yugoslavia. There is a danger here of taking
sides in the West; the West is supporting the
Muslims in Yugoslavia.

Let me repeat the question: If there will be
an involvement in the United States, what kind
of involvement would this be?

The President. Well, first, I don’t think it’s
entirely accurate that Russia has not been in-
volved at all. There’s no question that Russia
and the Russian military was very instrumental
in stabilizing Mr. Shevardnadze’s position in
Georgia. So I think there will be times when
you will be involved, and you will be more likely
to be involved in some of these areas near you,
just like the United States has been involved
in the last several years in Panama and Grenada
near our area.

The thing I think that we have to try to
do, as I said in my speech, that when there
is an involvement beyond the borders of the
nation, that it is consistent with international
law and, whenever possible, actually supported
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by other nations either through the United Na-
tions or through some other instrument of inter-
national law.

Now, let us also frankly acknowledge that
some of these conflicts, take the one in Yugo-
slavia, in Bosnia, for example, some of these
conflicts represent longstanding conflicts that
were actually repressed during the time when
these countries were effectively controlled from
above and when the various warring factions
were, in effect, occupied.

What happened in Yugoslavia was when Mr.
Tito died and then the central government’s au-
thority began to erode and then all the various
parts of Yugoslavia began to try to be inde-
pendent, Bosnia-Herzegovina, which always had
these three different factions, basically degen-
erated back to the conflict which had been there
for hundreds of years.

There is no perfect solution to any of life’s
problems, you know, and I still think, on bal-
ance, were better off without empires, and
countries are better off seeking their own deter-
mination. But in this case, the truth is people
there keep killing each other.

Now, what I have done is—the reason that
you say that we have supported the Muslims
in Yugoslavia, we supported the multiethnic gov-
ernment in Bosnia because it was recognized
by the United Nations. So the United States
supported it because it was recognized by the
United Nations. However, we also support a
peace process which would give some territory
to the Muslim-dominated government, to the
Serbs and to the Croats. So what we’re doing
in Bosnia is to try to support the U.N. mission
in trying to urge the parties to stop killing each
other.

If you don’t have an imperial army, if you
don’t just go in and take people over and tell
them what to do, then you have to make some
allowances for the fact that on occasion they’ll
do the stupid thing and keep on killing each
other even when it doesn’t make any sense.
And there are some areas where you can stop
it and some where you can’t.

If you look at Africa, for example, in Brunei
and Angola and the Sudan—never mind Soma-
lia, just those three countries—hundreds of
thousands of people have died in each of those
countries just in the last couple of years because
of civil wars. That is what I said in my speech.
There is still too much ethnic and tribal hatred
in this world, and we can’t control it all, not
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and take care of our problems within our bor-
ders.

Q. I'm a journalist. Mr. Clinton, what would
you like the historians to say about you once
you finish your tenure as President?

The President. 1 would like them to say that
I restored a sense of hope and optimism to
my country, that I strengthened the economy
and made it possible for my people to lead
the world economically into the 21st century,
and that I restored the sense of community in
America, that we came back together as a peo-
ple even though we are very diverse now. And
I would like it to be said that I helped to lead
the world to more peaceful cooperation, into
a future very different from the bloody and di-
vided past of the 20th century.

Q. I'm a journalist also. Mr. President. If at
a dinner table, let’s say, President Yeltsin would
ask you to switch places with him, would you
make such a risk? Would you risk doing that?

The President. No, 1 like the job I have.
[Laughter] And 1 wouldn’t do it because I'm
just as proud to be an American as he is to
be a Russian. But if I asked him to switch
places with me, he wouldn’t do it either.

You know, I'll tell you, the one thing I believe
about President Yeltsin, he’s just like me. We
make mistakes, and we’re not perfect, and we
don’t have all the answers. But I'll tell you one
thing about him, he at least gets up every day
and tries to make a difference. He is trying
to do something. The world is full of politicians
who in times of change only worry about main-
taining their popularity instead of making deci-
sions. At least he is trying to make decisions
and move generally in the right historical direc-
tion.

So if you disagree with him, you should get
in here and contribute to this great democratic
debate and try and help develop better policies.
But it is a good thing, I think, that you have
a President who is willing to wade into the tides
of history and make decisions.

Q. You've been talking about the future of
our nation, that we must look into another fu-
ture, but the nearest future is 2 years for the
new Presidential elections. And Mr. Yeltsin with
whom you personally indicate—[inaudible]—
Russian democracy, will not run for reelection
because he leaves. And we can see at the mo-
ment he leaves is the moment democracy leaves.
So it means in 2 years we'll have a different
President. He could be either a Communist or

a nationalist. Is America ready or getting ready
to deal with this situation? And again, in concern
with this, why are not you willing to give protec-
tions to the nations who seek it? For instance,
the Baltic nation?

Thank you.

The President. Wait, stand up. First of all,
one of the things you've learned now that you
have these elections all the time is that 2 years
is an eternity in a democracy. Just because
there’s nobody on the scene now doesn’t mean
there won’t be somebody on the scene that none
of you have ever heard of 2 years from now
that a majority of the people will fall in love
with and make President of the country. So
you cannot assume that.

On the other hand, I would say this not only
to the forces of reform but to any other blocs:
One of the most important responsibilities of
political parties in a democracy is to always be
grooming new leaders and to never treat anyone,
no matter how great he or she may be, as totally
indispensable. So this is something that all of
these groups will have to learn. You have to
always be grooming new people for leadership.
But I wouldn’t assume that there would be no
future leaders besides out of the other two blocs
you mentioned.

Now, on the Baltics, we have not denied them
the right to protection. In fact, we have invited
them to be part of this Partnership For Peace.
And in order to be part of it—and keep in
mind, Russia has agreed to be part of it—they
will participate in joint military planning, joint
military operations. And as we do the exercises,
the only way you can be part of it is if you
promise to respect the territorial boundaries of
all of the other countries that are part of this.
So we are giving them a great deal of protection.
It just means that theyre not members of
NATO right away.

The other NATO members will tell you that,
to be part of NATO, you have to be in a posi-
tion to assume certain responsibilities as well
as just ask for the security guarantee. But there
are significant increases in security just for being
part of the Partnership For Peace.

Before we go to the screen again, to St. Pe-
tersburg, I would like to introduce the most
important person in this audience to me, my
wife, Hillary, who just came to Russia this morn-
ing. Stand up. [Applause] A very large number
of the people I have met in the last 2 days,
especially young women, have asked me about
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her. So I thought I would introduce her, and
I thank you for that.

Is someone going to ask a—St. Petersburg,
do you have a question?

Q. Very recently, the political and economic
assistance was very closely linked to human
rights. And why, at the present time, does
America help the Baltic States in spite of the
repression against Russians in that country?

The President. Which country?

Q. Baltics.

The President. First of all

Q. I'm talking about all three Baltic countries,
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia.

The President. Well, first of all, in Lithuania,
your government, the Russian Government,
withdrew the troops because it was satisfied with
the relationship between the two countries.

There are still outstanding questions with Es-
tonia and Latvia. An international group from
the Council on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope, CSCE, is now in Latvia studying the situa-
tion. And we have made it clear—I have person-
ally met with the leaders of all of the Baltic
States, and I have said we were for the inde-
pendence and the freedom of the Baltic nations,
but we expect the Russian minorities to be pro-
tected. And if we have evidence that they are
being abused, it will affect our policies toward
them.

So I assure you, sir, that—I am waiting for
the report right now on Latvia by the unbiased,
sort of third-party source. And if there is evi-
dence that they are abusing the rights of the
Russian minorities, then I will act accordingly.

I don’t think we can have a double standard.
We can't have one standard for the United
States and Russia and say if you're a smaller
country you can do things that bigger countries
shouldn’t be permitted to do.

Q. Mr. President, will America give strong
financial support to the businessman who would
like to invest in the economy of Russia?

The President. We have—where is our sup-
port for them, is that what you said? We have
some institutions, the Export-Import Bank and
the office of private investment, which help pri-
vate investors to invest in other countries. But
the main thing we are trying to do now, we
need much more—there should be much more
American investment in Russia.

Two of my Cabinet members met with the
American business community here yesterday
morning. And in March the Secretary of Com-
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merce is coming here with a large group of
American businessmen to encourage them to in-
vest. We have also taken all the duties, all the
extra taxes off of nearly 5,000 Russian products
which can now be sold without handicap into
the United States.

So we are trying to figure out not only how
we can invest more here but how we can buy
more of your products. And in the end, that
is much more important to your economic fu-
ture than any direct Government aid, because
in our economy there is so much more money
in the private sector than in the Government
sector. So we are working on that. And I hope
in March when the American Investment and
Trade Mission comes here, it gets a lot of pub-
licity and that they get a chance to meet a
lot of people and to learn a lot about how we
can do that.

If they need help with the financing for in-
vestment, we actually have institutions to do that
also to help them move

Q. In your speech you mentioned about your
intention to support, to protect full Russian de-
mocracy. Is it the same for you, Russian democ-
racy and the President Boris Yeltsin? That’s the
first part of the question. And the second one:
How far the United States is going to go to
protect Russian democracy?

The President. The answer to your first ques-
tion is that—is Russian democracy the same
thing as Boris Yeltsin? No. Not now, because
you also have a democratic constitution that the
people have voted for and a democratically
elected Parliament that the people have voted
for. But before the last election, you only had
one person who had ever been voted on in
a free election by all of the people of Russia,
the President.

Now, do I intend to work with President
Yeltsin as long as he embodies Russian democ-
racy and as long as he is the choice of the
majority of the people of Russia to be the Presi-
dent? Of course; there is no other President.
There may be some people in Russia who wish
someone else were the President of the United
States, but I'm the only U.S. President you have
right now. You see? That’s not the same thing
as saying that I'm all there is to American de-
mocracy; I'm not.

So what we wish to do—yesterday evening,
Ambassador Pickering, our American Ambas-
sador, and Mrs. Pickering, who are both here,
held a reception for me at the American Ambas-
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sador’s residence, Spaso House, and we had a
lot of the leaders of Parliament, a lot of the
leaders of the regional political groups, a lot
of people from the private sector, some of whom
are from different political groups, there to meet
me. Because now democracy is three things,
it’s the elected President, the constitution, and
the Parliament, plus people who have been
elected in various ways throughout the country,
plus people who are in free associations, like
labor movements.

Now, one thing democracy is, beyond majority
rule, is respect for minority rights, for individual
freedoms, like the freedom of speech and the
right to vote, even if you don’t vote the way
people like. So when you said, how far would
I go to protect Russian democracy, I want an
equal partnership here. I don’t want to have
any dictatorial or control in Russia. I just want
to be an equal partner with a strong partner.
And I will be an equal partner as long as there
is democracy, which is, majority rule under the
constitution, and respect for minority rights and
minority interests.

Q. Mr. President, what do you think is the
main difference between Russia and the United
States?

The President. 1 think the main difference
between Russia and the United States today is
that we are the oldest, now the longest lasting
continuous democracy on the face of the Earth,
and you are one of the youngest. We have now
been a free democracy for over 200 years. And
that affects the way we are and the way we
deal with things.

On the other hand, we have a lot of problems
in common, and we have a lot of good things
in common. We are much more—our people
have deep roots in the soil. We're much more
likely to be much more sort of open and friendly
and gregarious in a certain way than many peo-
ple in other countries. We also, unfortunately,
have a lot of the same problems. You are now
dealing with a crime problem, and my country
has one of the worst crime problems in the
world.

So we have a lot in common, our two peoples
do. And we have always pretty much gotten
along, except for the tensions caused when we
had different political systems before and after
World War II. But I would say the biggest dif-
ference flows out of the fact that we have had
the benefit of being a democracy for 200 years,
and you are one of the youngest.

Q. We had just one question. Right next to
me is a teacher. She is running student exchange
programs.

Q. T've been doing this for long, but usually
these are one-sided exchanges. Does Mr. Presi-
dent think that American students would have
something to learn from Russia, as well?

The President. Absolutely. Yes. First of all,
I'm glad you have a sister city relationship with
Philadelphia. It is a wonderful, wonderful city.
They also voted for me for President. But the
answer to your question is, definitely. I came
here in the first week of 1970 as a student,
on my own when I was living in England be-
cause I wanted to learn about this country and
because I believed that we ought to be friends
and because I was so worried about what then
seemed to be the differences between our two
nations and the fact that we could blow up
the world almost by accident. So yes, I think
we should send large numbers of American stu-
dents here. I think we have a lot to learn.

Keep in mind, if we were having this—if
Boris Yeltsin came to the United States and
did what I'm doing here, very few of the stu-
dents could stand up and speak to him in Rus-
sian as you are speaking to me in English. We
have a lot to learn from you, and I would like
more of our students to come here.

Yes. Yes. This is our youngest questioner so
far. How old are you, young man?

Q. I'm 13 years old.

The President. Thirteen, not 30. [Laughter]

Q. I saw your picture shaking hands with
President Kennedy, and I'd like to ask you how
old were you and when you got your idea to
become a President of the United States?

The President. Come here. Come up here.
Come shake hands with me, and maybe you'll
be President of Russia some day.

I was 16 when I shook hands with President
Kennedy, and it was about that time that I knew
I wanted to go into public service. But of
course, at that time I had no idea that I could
ever be elected President or that I would ever
have a chance to. But sometime when I was
a fairly young man, I decided that I would work
hard and that if T ever got an opportunity that
I would try to become President.

Probably our greatest President was Abraham
Lincoln, who was the President of the United
States during the Civil War in the mid-1800s.
And when he was a young man, Abraham Lin-
coln wrote in his diary, “I will work and get

67



Jan. 14 / Administration of William |. Clinton, 1994

ready, and perhaps my chance will come.” I
say that to you.

And one thing we do have in common that
I have always admired about your country is
many of the leaders of your country, like me,
have come from basically quite humble cir-
cumstances, have been working people. And
that's a great thing for a nation, to make it
possible to cast the net for talent very wide
so that anybody has a chance to rise to the
top if he or she has the ability and the good
fortune to do so. So good luck to you.

Q. Thank you.

Q. Mr. President, I have two questions for
you today. You stated that you have your idea
of what democracy is, and that is quite natural.
It has three component parts, but don’t you
feel that in England there is a completely dif-
ferent democracy, as there is in France? When
you do visits around the world and say this
sort of democracy is the very best model—in
other words, say, “Okay, Russians, follow us,
follow our model”—I think this isn’t quite cor-
rect. I have another question for you, if I can
ask this one?

The President. May I answer that one first?
Let me answer this one first.

I perfectly agree with that. I think you could
have a system, a democratic system like the
British, like the French, like the Italians, like—
you name it, but they all have certain things
in common. They all have opportunities for the
people to vote and a system for them to have
elected representatives who themselves get to
vote on which laws govern the people and some
system for the protection of individual rights
and the rights of minority groups. But how you
do that is perfectly up to you. There are many
different ways you can do it. Yes, the British
system is different from the French system, and
both of them are different from our system.

Interestingly enough, your system is different
from ours, too. You elect one President and
then a Parliament, but the upper chamber of
your Parliament has more control over the lower
chamber than ours does, and your President,
on paper at least, has more power than I do.
I sort of like your system. [Laughter]

No, they should be different. I agree with
that.

Q. T have a second question then. During
your election campaign you demonstrated how
you can play the sax. I wonder if you will dem-
onstrate that for us here today?
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The President. No. 1 played for President
Yeltsin last night. I have a quota, one saxophone
play per country. [Laughter] I didn’t bring the
horn today, but I thank you for asking.

Q. Mr. President, just imagine the situation:
You don’t have an opportunity to speak to this
pretty large audience. You don’t have the oppor-
tunity to pop into the bakery, buy some bread
and chat with some people on the street. You
just have an opportunity to choose one person,
one Russian person, and talk only to him. From
what social layer would you choose this person?
Would it be, I don’t know, an economist, entre-
preneur, student, businessman, politician?

The President. If 1 could only speak to one
person, I would speak to the wisest person I
could find in a medium-sized city in Russia that
was having a difficult time with these economic
changes. I would talk to someone who, regard-
less of what economic strata they were from,
he or she was from, had a lot of friends from
all walks of life and could tell me how they
were viewing what is going on now. I would
pick someone from a sort of medium- to small-
sized town because they would be more likely
to know all different kinds of people.

Red Square, we need to take one question
from Red Square. Red Square, can you hear
me? I've gone over my time already 10 minutes.

Q. I am here in Red Square. The people
who are here would like to ask one question.
Mr. President, we're getting an impression that
you're supporting not so much the reforms in
Russia but the personality of President Yeltsin.
What'’s this connected to?

The President. Well, 1 already answered that
question once, or I tried to, but I will answer
it again. Until you had your last election and
you adopted a new constitution and you elected
a new Parliament from people with—lots of peo-
ple from different parties, President Yeltsin was
the only person who had actually been elected
by all the people of Russia in a full and free
election. Now, you have three sources of demo-
cratic legitimacy, if you will. You have the Par-
liament, the President, and the constitution. We
have no interest in picking favorites or defining
Russian democracy in terms of anyone. So you
have done that, and you must do that.

The second thing I would say, however, is
that no country can have more than one Presi-
dent at a time. Every nation needs someone
who’s the leader, who then works with the lead-
ers of other nations. And I'm the President of
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the United States. If T want to work with you
and help you, I should be open to meeting
with and listening to all the democratic voices
in Russia. But in the end, I still have to work
with your President.

Q. Mr. President, when you were a student
you were in Moscow. And now you're the Presi-
dent of your Nation. I'm a law student at the
Moscow International University. And could you
give me some advice how I can follow your
career path?

The President. Well, T can tell you this: I
came from a family that had no money, no influ-
ence, and no particular interest in politics. My
mother got interested in politics after I started
running, but not before. My advice to you would
be two things: One, get the best education you
can; and two, involve yourself in politics and
figure out what you believe, which party and
group you want to be identified with; work in
the elections; work on some problem that the
people have.

And then the third thing I would say is this:
Try to develop a genuine interest, if you don’t
have it, in the real problems and hopes of ordi-
nary people, because in a democracy the only

way you can really keep going throughout all
the things that will happen, all the ups and
downs, is if you really care what happens to
other people as well as what happens to you
in your own career.

They say we have to stop. I've had a wonder-
ful time. I'm sorry, but theyre telling me I
have to cut off.

I want to thank you again. Thank you very
much for this. Thank you. I want to thank you
again. I wish we had another hour. I'd like to
take all the questions, but I have abused the
network. We are now 18 minutes over time.
And if you'll hang around here a little bit after,
we'll shake hands, and Tl try to answer your
questions at least face to face. But I have to
let the network cut off.

Thank you, all of you from our remote sites.
Thank all of you for being here. And Hillary
and I are delighted to be with you. Good luck
to you. We'll try to be good partners and good
friends.

NoTE: The President spoke at 3:30 p.m. at the
Ostankino television station.

Statement by the Presidents of the United States, Russia, and Ukraine

January 14, 1994

Presidents Clinton, Yeltsin and Kravchuk met
in Moscow on January 14. The three Presidents
reiterated that they will deal with one another
as full and equal partners and that relations
among their countries must be conducted on
the basis of respect for the independence, sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity of each nation.

The three Presidents agreed on the impor-
tance of developing mutually beneficial, com-
prehensive and cooperative economic relations.
In this connection, they welcomed the intention
of the United States to provide assistance to
Ukraine and Russia to support the creation of
effective market economies.

The three Presidents reviewed the progress
that has been made in reducing nuclear forces.
Deactivation of strategic forces is already well
underway in the United States, Russia and
Ukraine. The Presidents welcomed the ongoing
deactivation of RS—18s (SS-19s) and RS-22s

(§S-24s) on Ukrainian territory by having their
warheads removed.

The Presidents look forward to the entry into
force of the START I Treaty, including the Lis-
bon Protocol and associated documents, and
President Kravchuk reiterated his commitment
that Ukraine accede to the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty as a nonnuclear-weapon state
in the shortest possible time. Presidents Clinton
and Yeltsin noted that entry into force of
START I will allow them to seek early ratifica-
tion of START II. The Presidents discussed, in
this regard, steps their countries would take to
resolve certain nuclear weapons questions.

The Presidents emphasized the importance of
ensuring the safety and security of nuclear
weapons pending their dismantlement.

The Presidents recognize the importance of
compensation to Ukraine, Kazakhstan and
Belarus for the value of the highly-enriched ura-
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nium in nuclear warheads located on their terri-
tories. Arrangements have been worked out to
provide fair and timely compensation to
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus as the nuclear
warheads on their territory are transferred to
Russia for dismantling.

Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin expressed satis-
faction with the completion of the highly-en-
riched uranium contract, which was signed by
appropriate authorities of the United States and
Russia. By converting weapons—grade uranium
into uranium which can only be used for peace-
ful purposes, the highly-enriched uranium agree-
ment is a major step forward in fulfilling the
countries” mutual non-proliferation objectives.

The three Presidents decided on simultaneous
actions on transfer of nuclear warheads from
Ukraine and delivery of compensation to
Ukraine in the form of fuel assemblies for nu-
clear power stations.

Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin informed Presi-
dent Kravchuk that the United States and Russia
are prepared to provide security assurances to
Ukraine. In particular, once the START I Treaty
enters into force and Ukraine becomes a non-
nuclear-weapon state party to the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the United States
and Russia will:

—Reaffirm their commitment to Ukraine, in
accordance with the principles of the CSCE
Final Act, to respect the independence and
sovereignty and the existing borders of the
CSCE member states and recognize that
border changes can be made only by peace-
ful and consensual means; and reaffirm
their obligation to refrain from the threat
or use of force against the territorial integ-
rity or political independence of any state,
and that none of their weapons will ever
be used except in self-defense or otherwise
in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations;

—Reaffirm their commitment to Ukraine, in
accordance with the principles of the CSCE
Final Act, to refrain from economic coer-
cion designed to subordinate to their own
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interest the exercise by another CSCE par-
ticipating state of the rights inherent in its
sovereignty and thus to secure advantages
of any kind;

—Reaffirm their commitment to seek imme-
diate UN Security Council action to provide
assistance to Ukraine, as a non-nuclear-
weapon state party to the NPT, if Ukraine
should become a victim of an act of aggres-
sion or an object of a threat of aggression
in which nuclear weapons are used; and

—Reaffirm, in the case of Ukraine, their com-
mitment not to use nuclear weapons against
any non-nuclear-weapon state party to the
NPT, except in the case of an attack on
themselves, their territories or dependent
territories, their armed forces, or their al-
lies, by such a state in association or alli-
ance with a nuclear weapon state.

Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin informed Presi-
dent Kravchuk that consultations have been held
with the United Kingdom, the third depositary
state of the NPT, and the United Kingdom is
prepared to offer the same security assurances
to Ukraine once it becomes a non-nuclear-weap-
on state party to the NPT.

President Clinton reaffirmed the United
States commitment to provide technical and fi-
nancial assistance for the safe and secure dis-
mantling of nuclear forces and storage of fissile
materials. The United States has agreed under
the Nunn-Lugar program to provide Russia,
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus with nearly
USD 800 million in such assistance, including
a minimum of USD 175 million to Ukraine.
The United States Congress has authorized addi-
tional Nunn-Lugar funds for this program, and
the United States will work intensively with Rus-
sia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus to expand
assistance for this important purpose. The
United States will also work to promote rapid
implementation of the assistance agreements
that are already in place.

NOTE: An original was mnot available for
verification of the content of this communique.
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Joint Statement on Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and

the Means of Their Delivery
January 14, 1994

President Clinton and President Yeltsin, dur-
ing their meeting in Moscow on January 14,
1994, agreed that the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and their missile delivery
systems represents an acute threat to inter-
national security in the period following the end
of the Cold War. They declared the resolve of
their countries to cooperate actively and closely
with each other, and also with other interested
states, for the purpose of preventing and reduc-
ing this threat.

The Presidents noted that the proliferation
of nuclear weapons creates a serious threat to
the security of all states, and expressed their
intention to take energetic measures aimed at
prevention of such proliferation.

—Considering the Treaty on the Non-pro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons as the basis
for efforts to ensure the nonproliferation
of nuclear weapons, they called for its in-
definite and unconditional extension at con-
ference of its participants in 1995, and they
urged that all states that have not yet done
so accede to this treaty.

—They expressed their resolve to implement
effective measures to limit and reduce nu-
clear weapons. In this connection, they ad-
vocated the most rapid possible entry into
force of the START I and START II trea-
ties.

—They agreed to review jointly appropriate
ways to strengthen security assurances for
the states which have renounced the pos-
session of nuclear weapons and that comply
strictly with their nonproliferation obliga-
tions.

—They expressed their support for the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency in its ef-
forts to carry out its safeguards responsibil-
ities. They also expressed their intention to
provide assistance to the Agency in the
safeguards field, including through joint ef-
forts of their relevant laboratories to im-
prove safeguards.

—They supported the Nuclear Suppliers
Group, and agreed with the need for effec-
tive implementation of the principle of full-
scope IAEA safeguards as a condition for

nuclear exports with the need for export
controls on dual-use materials and tech-
nology in the nuclear field.

—They reaffirmed their countries’ commit-
ment to the conclusion as soon as possible
of an international treaty to achieve a com-
prehensive ban on nuclear test explosions
and welcomed the decision to begin nego-
tiations at the conference on disarmament.
They declared their firm intention to pro-
vide political support for the negotiating
process, and appealed to other states to re-
frain from carrying out nuclear explosions
while these talks are being held.

—They noted that an important contribution
to the goal of nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons would be made by a verifiable ban
on the production of fissile materials for
nuclear weapons and by the most rapid
conclusion of an international convention to
this effect with the widest possible partici-
pation of states and on a non-discriminatory
basis.

—They agreed to cooperate with each other
and also with other states to elaborate
measures designed to prevent the accumu-
lation of excessive stocks of fissile materials
and over time to reduce such stocks.

—They agreed to establish a joint working
group to consider:

—including in their voluntary IAEA safe-
guards offers all source and special fission-
able materials, excluding only those facilities
associated with activities having direct na-
tional security significance;

—steps to ensure the transparency and
irreversibility of the process of reduction
of nuclear weapons, including the possibility
of putting a portion of fissionable material
under TAEA safeguards. Particular attention
would be given to materials released in the
process of nuclear disarmament and steps
to ensure that these materials would not
be used again for nuclear weapons.

—The Presidents also tasked their experts to
study options for the long-term disposition
of fissile materials, particularly of pluto-
nium, taking into account the issues of non-
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proliferation, ~ environmental — protection,
safety, and technical and economic factors.

—They reaffirmed the intention of interested

organizations of the two countries to com-
plete within a short time a joint study of
the possibilities of terminating the produc-
tion of weapon-grade plutonium.

—The Presidents agreed that reduction of the

risk of theft or diversion of nuclear mate-
rials is a high priority, and in this context
they noted the usefulness of the September
1993 Agreement to cooperate in improving
the system of controls, accounting, and
physical protection for nuclear materials.
They attached great significance to further
joint work on the separate but mutually
connected problems of accounting for nu-
clear materials used in the civilian and mili-
tary fields.

Both Presidents favored a further increase in

the efforts to prevent the proliferation of chem-
ical and biological weapons.
—As the heads of the countries that have

the world’s largest stockpiles of chemical
weapons, they acknowledged particular re-
sponsibility for eliminating the threat posed
by these weapons. In this context, they de-
clare their resolute support for the Conven-
tion on the Prohibition of Chemical Weap-
ons, and their intention to promote ratifica-
tion as rapidly as possible and entry into
force of the Convention not later than
1995.

—To promote implementation of a com-

prehensive ban on chemical weapons, they
welcomed the conclusion of the imple-
menting documents for the Wyoming
Memorandum of Understanding and agreed
to conclude work in as short a time as
possible on the implementing documents
for the Bilateral Agreement on the Destruc-
tion of Chemical Weapons.

—The Presidents reaffirmed their desire to
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facilitate the safe, secure, timely, and eco-
logically sound destruction of chemical
weapons in the Russian Federation and the
United States. They applauded the joint
Chemical Weapons Destruction Work Plan
recently concluded between the two coun-
tries which leads the way for the United
States to provide an additional $30 million
in assistance to support an analytical chem-
ical laboratory in Russia to facilitate chem-
ical weapons destruction. The United States

also agreed to consider appropriate addi-
tional measures to support Russia’s chem-
ical weapons destruction program.

—They reiterated the importance of strict
compliance with the Convention on the
Prohibition of Biological and Toxin Weap-
ons and of continued implementation of
measures in accordance with the Russia-
America-British Statement of September
1992, which provided inter alia for the re-
ciprocal visits of facilities and meetings be-
tween experts in order to ensure confidence
in the compliance with the Convention.

—They supported convening a special con-
ference of the states’ parties to the Conven-
tion on the Prohibition of Biological and
Toxin Weapons in order to consider meas-
ures that would contribute to transparency
and thereby confidence in compliance with
the Convention and its effectiveness.

The Presidents expressed the determination
of their countries to cooperate with each other
in preventing the proliferation of missiles capa-
ble of carrying weapons of mass destruction.

—They welcomed the conclusion of the Bilat-
eral Memorandum of Understanding be-
tween the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration and the Government of the United
States of America Concerning the Export
of Missile Equipment and Technologies,
signed in September 1993, noted the im-
portance of this Agreement for ensuring
mutually beneficial cooperation between
the U.S. and Russia in the field of space
exploration, and agreed to collaborate close-
ly in order to ensure its full and timely
implementation.

—The U.S. welcomed Russia’s intention to
join the Missile Technology Control Regime
and undertook to cooperate with Russia in
facilitation its membership at an early date.
The Russian Federation and the United
States of America are certain that further
improving the MTCR, including the pru-
dent expansion of membership, will help
reduce the threat of proliferation of missiles
and missile technologies in the regional
context as well.

The Presidents of the two countries agreed
that, in addition to strengthening global norms
of nonproliferation and working out agreements
to this effect, close cooperation is essential in
order to develop policies on nonproliferation ap-
plicable to specific regions posing the greatest
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risk of proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and their means of delivery.

—They agreed that nuclear weapons on the
Korean Peninsula would represent a grave
threat to regional and international security,
and decided that their countries would con-
sult with each other on ways to eliminate
this danger. They called upon the DPRK
to honor fully its obligation under the Trea-
ty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons and its safeguards agreement with
the JAEA in connection with the Treaty,
and to resolve the problems of safeguards
implementation, inter alia, through dialogue
between IAEA and DPRK. They also urged
full and speedy implementation of the Joint
Declaration of the ROK and the DPRK
on Denuclearization of the Korean Penin-
sula.

—They support efforts to reach agreement
on the establishment of a multilateral forum
to consider measures in the filed of arms
control in nonproliferation that could
strengthen security in South Asia. They call
on India and Pakistan to join in the negotia-
tion of and become original signatories to
the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Test

Explosions and the proposed Convention to
Ban Production of Fissile Materials for Nu-
clear Explosives and to refrain from deploy-
ing ballistic missiles capable of delivering
weapons of mass destruction to each other’s
territories.

—They agreed that the U.S. and Russia, as
co-chairs in the Middle East peace process,
would actively promote progress in the ac-
tivity of the working group for Arms Con-
trol and Regional Security in the Middle
East, striving for speedy implementation of
confidence-building measures and working
toward turning the Middle East into a re-
gion free of weapons of mass destruction,
where conventional forces would not exceed
reasonable defense needs.

—They firmly supported the efforts of the
UN Special Commission and the TAEA to
put into operation a long-term monitoring
system of the military potential of Iraq, and
called upon Iraq to comply with all UN
Security Council resolutions.

NOTE: An original was not available for
verification of the content of this communique.

Joint American-Russian Statement on Human Rights

January 14, 1994

The President of the United States of America
and the President of the Russian Federation
share the view that full guarantees of respect
for basic human rights and fundamental free-
doms of all persons are indispensable for the
maintenance of good relations between countries
and the strengthening of stability and security
in the world. They also share the view that
the development of a state founded on the rule
of law with an independent, impartial and effec-
tive legal system is essential for the respect of
human rights.

They agree that aggressive nationalism and
political extremism are the main threat to peace
and democracy today. They therefore reaffirm
their resolve to focus attention, through joint
efforts where possible, on violations of human
rights wherever they may occur and to continue
to work for the elimination of discrimination,

intolerance, racial and national prejudices, xeno-
phobia and anti-Semitism. Adhering to the prin-
ciple of intolerance of any nationalistic or reli-
gious extremism, they reiterate their commit-
ment to take all necessary measures for the ef-
fective guarantee of the rights of all citizens,
regardless of their nationality or religion.

They will take coordinated steps to increase
the effectiveness of the activities of international
organizations and mechanisms in order to im-
prove human rights practices everywhere and
to guarantee their full respect. They reaffirm
the determination of CSCE Foreign Ministers
in Rome that better use of CSCE human di-
mension instruments, including CSCE missions,
should be made to promote open and diverse
media. They reiterate their commitment to safe-
guard freedom of expression as a basic human
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right and underscore its importance for a free
and open society.

The United States reaffirms its support for
democratic reforms in Russia. Among these re-
forms are the establishment of an independent
judiciary as a fundamental part of a state based
on the rule of law, the strengthening of other
foundations of a civil society and full realization
of personal rights and liberties. The Presidents

Moscow Declaration
January 14, 1994

President of the United States William J.
Clinton and President of the Russian Federation
Boris Yeltsin, having met together in Moscow
from January 12-15, 1994, reaffirmed the funda-
mental importance of U.S.-Russian cooperation
based upon the Charter of American-Russian
Partnership and Friendship, the Vancouver Dec-
laration, and existing treaties and agreements.
They noted with satisfaction that the relationship
between the United States and Russia has en-
tered a new stage of mature strategic partner-
ship based on equality, mutual advantage, and
recognition of each other’s national interests.
From this perspective, they reviewed the full
range of bilateral and international issues.

The two Presidents had an extensive discus-
sion of security issues, including arms reduction
and nonproliferation. Both parties expressed
concern over increasing challenges to global
nonproliferation regimes. They agreed upon the
need to strengthen those regimes and to create,
together with other interested states, a new
mechanism to enhance transparency and respon-
sibility in the transfer of conventional arms and
sensitive dual-use technologies. They also strong-
ly supported completion of negotiations on a
comprehensive test ban at the earliest possible
time. The two Presidents reiterated their sup-
port for a cutoff of production of fissile materials
for weapons and considered new measures to
strengthen strategic stability.

Based on ongoing discussions of strategic dis-
engagement measures between the ministries of
defense of the two countries, the Presidents an-
nounced that they would direct the detargeting
of strategic nuclear missiles under their respec-
tive commands so that by not later than May
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agree that the continued success of the demo-
cratic transformation in Russia is of great impor-
tance for the promotion of the principles of
democracy and human rights all over the world
and for the maintenance of international stability
and security.

NOTE: An original was not available for
verification of the content of this communique.

30, 1994, those missiles will not be targeted.
Thus, for the first time in nearly half a cen-
tury—virtually since the dawn of the nuclear
age—the United States and Russia will not oper-
ate nuclear forces, day-to-day, in a manner that
presumes they are adversaries.

President Clinton and President Yeltsin ex-
pressed satisfaction with the accelerating devel-
opment of a wide range of economic, scientific
and technological relationships between the
United States and Russia. They also reaffirmed
their strong support for the rapid growth of
bilateral trade and investment as a special pri-
ority. In their view, the Gore-Chernomyrdin
Commission has become a dynamic and effec-
tive mechanism for coordination and expansion
of U.S.-Russian cooperation. A key expression
of this relationship is U.S.-Russian joint coopera-
tion in space, especially their partnership, with
other interested parties, in the construction of
a space station.

The two Presidents reaffirmed their readiness
to move forward on the path of openness and
mutual trust in American-Russian relations and
to create favorable conditions for the com-
prehensive development of political, commercial,
humanitarian, and people-to-people contacts be-
tween the two countries. In this connection, a
mutual interest in enlarging the consular pres-
ence on each other’s territory was expressed.
In particular, the American side intends to open
a Consulate General in Yekaterinburg in Feb-
ruary 1994.

With the approval by the U.S. Congress of
NAFTA and the successful completion of the
Uruguay Round of global trade negotiations,
President Clinton and President Yeltsin wel-
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comed the accelerating progress toward creation
of an open and prosperous world economy and
trading system. President Yeltsin informed Presi-
dent Clinton of recent steps among the member
states of the Commonwealth of Independent
States toward increased economic coordination
and cooperation. The two Presidents agreed that
such initiatives, pursued in an open and vol-
untary manner consistent with GATT rules and
procedures, should be conducive to the rapid
inclusion of all the participating states into the
global economy.

In this context, President Clinton and Presi-
dent Yeltsin exchanged views on the economic
strategies of their respective governments. Presi-
dent Yeltsin described the economic situation
in Russia. He affirmed the irreversibility of Rus-
sia’s transition to a market economy and his
intention to further promote reforms and to ad-
dress social needs associated with this transition.
President Clinton stressed his strong support for
Russian reform and suggested that social issues
could be a new and promising area for coopera-
tion.

President Clinton and President Yeltsin noted
with satisfaction that the end of the Cold War
has brought continuous progress toward over-
coming the division of the European continent
and opened the way for broad cooperation
among European states on a new agenda of
urgent tasks, with priority being given to preven-
tive diplomacy, peacekeeping and protection of
human rights and the rights of national and
other minorities. In this connection, the two
Presidents welcomed the decisions of the CSCE
Foreign Ministers” meeting in Rome which they
consider to be an important step in making the
CSCE a key mechanism of international co-
operation in Europe.

Proceeding from the conviction that new divi-
sions of Europe must be avoided, President
Clinton and President Yeltsin agreed upon the
need to create a new European secun'ty order
that is inclusive, non-discriminatory and focused
on practical political and security cooperation.
The two Presidents agreed that the concept of
the Partnership for Peace adopted at the Brus-
sels meeting of the NATO member states is
an important element of an emerging new Euro-
pean security architecture.

President Yeltsin informed President Clinton
of Russia’s intention to participate actively in
the Partnership for Peace and to conclude sub-
stantive agreements opening the way for broad

and intensive cooperation between Russia and
NATO as a partner. Taking into account Russia’s
international role, President Clinton welcomed
the prospect of Russia’s active participation in
the Partnership for Peace.

The two Presidents condemned aggressive na-
tionalism, violations of human rights, and ethnic
and religious intolerance of any kind, including
anti-Semitism. They expressed serious concern
about the existence and potential for intensifica-
tion of conflicts in the former Yugoslavia and
a number of the New Independent States of
the former Soviet Union. President Yeltsin ap-
prised President Clinton of the peacekeeping
efforts undertaken by Russia on the territory
of the former USSR. The two Presidents are
determined to intensify the coordination of their
efforts, within the framework of the United Na-
tions and the CSCE, to promote rapid and
peaceful resolution of conflicts on conditions
that correspond to generally accepted standards
of international law, including respect for the
independence, sovereignty, and existing borders
of the New Independent States of the former
Soviet Union.

The two Presidents reaffirmed the support of
the United States and Russia for the United
Nations. They will act with other countries to
strengthen the potential of the UN to support
and establish peace and prevent conflict. The
two sides will work out practical activities among
themselves and other countries to improve prep-
aration for participation in UN peacekeeping op-
erations. In connection with the upcoming 50th
anniversary of the UN, President Clinton and
President Yeltsin consider it important to con-
vene at the appropriate time a meet of the
heads of state and government of the members
of the UN Security Council for a review of
the work established for the UN at the January
1992 Security Council summit and an examina-
tion of tasks for the future.

President Clinton and President Yeltsin are
convinced that the United States and Russia will
continue to consolidate their partnership and to-
gether promote global stability, peace, and pros-
perity.

Done in Moscow on January 14, 1994, in the
English and Russian languages.

NOTE: An original was not available for
verification of the content of this communique.
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Statement by the Press Secretary on the Death of Foreign Minister

Johan Jurgen Holst of Norway
January 14, 1994

The President was saddened to learn yester-
day of the death of Norwegian Foreign Minister
Johan Jurgen Holst. Throughout his long and
distinguished career, Minister Holst was one of
the world’s leading experts and wisest thinkers
on international security issues. As his nation’s
defense minister, head of a leading research in-
stitute, and foreign minister, he was in the fore-
front of those designing and implementing inter-
national security policies during the cold war
and adapting those policies to the post-cold-war
period.

The President’s Radio Address
January 15, 1994

Good morning. Today I'm speaking to you
from Moscow where I'm completing a series
of meetings with President Boris Yeltsin and
other Russian reformers. My visit here comes
near the end of a week of European meetings
designed to increase American security and
American prosperity by working to make Europe
more united through shared democratic values
and institutions, free trading market economies,
and defense cooperation.

Despite the challenges we face at home, from
health care reform to fighting crime to retrain-
ing our work force and creating more jobs, we
still must remain engaged in world affairs. That’s
the only way we can spur worldwide economic
growth and open foreign markets so that we
can boost our exports and create new American
jobs. We also have to exert leadership in world
affairs to protect our Nation and keep small
problems today from growing into dangerous cri-
ses tomorrow.

No part of the world is more important to
us than Europe. Our people fought two world
wars in this century to protect Europe’s democ-
racies. Today, Europe remains at the heart of
our security and is also our most valuable part-
ner in trade and investment.

Now Europe stands at a key moment. The
cold war is over. Western Europe no longer
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Americans remember him best for his leading
role in the Israeli-PLO negotiations that led to
the breakthrough in the Middle East peace
process last September. The President was
proud to have the opportunity to honor Minister
Holst at the White House signing ceremony on
September 13.

The White House expresses its deepest sym-
pathies to the family and friends of this great
statesman.

fears invasion, and we no longer live in the
shadow of nuclear annihilation. The Soviet
Union has given way to a dozen new inde-
pendent and largely democratic states from Cen-
tral Asia to the Baltic countries.

Yet despite these advances for freedom, we
still need to work with our transatlantic partners
to build a new security. Many nations of the
former Soviet bloc are fighting economic hard-
ship that could threaten their new democracies.
In many of these countries, militant nationalists
are fanning the flames of ancient ethnic and
religious hatreds. And we still have to finish
the work of reducing the cold war nuclear stock-
piles. We can’t afford to ignore these challenges.

Our country tried turning our back on Europe
after World War I. The result was a global de-
pression, the rise of fascism, and another world
war. After World War II, we acted more wisely.
We stood firm against Communist expansion.
We founded NATO. We created new institu-
tions to help expand global trade. We helped
turn Western Europe’s warring neighbors into
solid allies. The result has been one of the most
peaceful and prosperous times in all history.

One key to our new security is helping Eu-
rope’s former Communist states succeed them-
selves in building democratic governments, mar-
ket economies, and peaceful militaries. Our best
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security investment today is to support these
practices of freedom in Europe’s Eastern half
in places such as Poland, Ukraine, and Russia.
That was my top goal on this trip.

In Brussels, I met with European leaders
about ways to strengthen all our nations by ex-
panding trade and economic growth. I also at-
tended a summit to adapt NATO, history’s
greatest military alliance, to this new era. Our
NATO partners approved my proposal for a
Partnership For Peace, a partnership which in-
vites Europe’s Eastern nations to participate in
military cooperation with NATO’s forces.

In Prague I met with the leaders of the Czech
Republic, Poland, Hungary, and Slovakia. These
countries have been at the forefront of com-
munism’s collapse and democracy’s rebirth. As
I met with such famous democratic heroes as
President Lech Walesa of Poland and President
Vaclav Havel of the Czech Republic, I assured
them that the security of their countries is im-
portant to our security, and I outlined new ways
to help their economic reform succeed.

Then I flew to Kiev in the Ukraine. I met
with Ukraine’s President Kravchuk to nail down
an agreement to eliminate over 1,800 nuclear
warheads that were left in Ukraine when the
Soviet Union broke apart. Most of those war-
heads had been targeted at the United States,
and their elimination will make all of us safer,
not only from nuclear accidents but from nu-
clear terrorism.

And now I'm in Moscow. The weather’s cold,
but our work has brought us to a new season
of partnership, warm partnership, with Russia’s
reformers. President Yeltsin and I reached a se-

Remarks to Future Leaders of Belarus
January 15, 1994

Thank you very much. Sergei Gaponenko, the
president of the National Academy of Sciences,
and to my friend Chairman Shushkevich, ladies
and gentlemen, thank you all for coming here.
I hope the translation is working well. [Laugh-
ter] Does the laughing mean yes or no? Yes,
I think.

I'm delighted to be here at your National
Academy of Sciences with many representatives
of my Government and representatives of yours.

ries of agreements to expand our trade ties,
protect human rights, and reduce the threat of
nuclear accidents or proliferation.

One of the experiences I enjoyed most here
in Moscow was speaking to an audience of Rus-
sians, many of them young people. In many
ways their concerns reminded me of those
voiced by our own young people, especially as
they spoke about their educations and their ca-
reers, their hopes and their fears about the fu-
ture. But their comments also suggested that
their hopes for a new Russia, despite all the
problems that they have today, a new Russia,
proud and free, outweigh their fears. I tried
to convince them that their peaceful transition
to a more open society is important not only
to them but to all the rest of us in the world
as well. And I urged them to stay the course
of economic and political reform.

In the end, the next generation is what this
entire trip is about, the young people in Amer-
ica, the young people in Europe and throughout
the rest of the world. The kind of efforts we're
pursuing this week, the kind of efforts that will
increase democracy, provide for military co-
operation instead of conflict, and provide for
more open markets, for more jobs for our peo-
ple and other people, these are the things which
will make our young people’s future more prom-
ising, more prosperous, and more secure.

Thanks for listening.

NoOTE: The address was recorded at 11:01 p.m.
on January 14 at the Kremlin in Moscow for
broadcast at 10:06 a.m. on January 15.

in Minsk

But most of all, I'm glad to see so many young
people here, because it is your future I wish
to talk about today. I want to thank Chairman
Shushkevich for inviting me and for suggesting
that I meet with you. The Chairman is a leader
of real courage, in recording the terrible toll
of Chernobyl and in leading your nation’s re-
forms. And I'm delighted to be with him here
today.
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I wanted to come to Belarus because I am
impressed with much of what you have done
and because I believe you can and will do even
more. Your generation has been given an oppor-
tunity to build a strong and free nation. While
you face hard times today, you have much with
which to build a better future. You stand at
the crossroads of continents. You have a highly
educated people and great institutions of higher
learning. You have good, strong high-technology
industries. Above all, you have reclaimed your
freedom, and your destiny is now in your own
hands. And so now you must decide what to
do with your nation and your future.

You are, I assure you, not alone in facing
that question, for this is a time of profound
change all across the world. Nations everywhere
face the challenge of shaping their future amid
all the technological, economic, and political
changes sweeping the globe. Nations everywhere
must now grapple with the question of how
to compete in a global economy; how to reward
and support hard-working families and their
children; how to make their governments more
effective and more responsive; how to address
social problems such as unemployment and in-
equality and crime; how to combine cultural and
spiritual traditions with the demands of modern
life; how to define, indeed, a nation’s security
and greatness in a modern era in which money
and information and technological changes fly
across the globe in a millisecond, in which we
will be judged, I believe, more on whether we
can develop the full capacities of every man
and woman within each nation’s border than
on whether we can tell other people beyond
our borders what to do and how they must
live.

I have not come here to tell you what I
think the solutions should be to these questions
for your nation and your future. That is for
you alone to decide. But I do come here as
a friend and supporter of the democratic and
economic reforms you are beginning in your
nation. I've come to show my support for those
reforms and for your determination to build a
better and safer and stronger future for your
nation and for this entire region.

The work of reform before you today also
has a larger significance, for what you do here
might encourage other nations facing the same
challenges. It can help to build a broader Eu-
rope that is no longer divided but integrated,
integrated by democratic governments, market
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economies, and peaceful coexistence and respect
for national borders. If we can accomplish this
kind of integration all across Europe, East and
West, then we can make both Europe and
America safer and more prosperous.

This nation, which lost one in four of its citi-
zens in the Second World War, must surely
know better than any other on the face of the
Earth the terrible price Europeans have paid
for their constant divisions, not only in the two
World Wars of the 20th century but indeed
throughout the entire history of nations in Eu-
rope. Now, for the first time, we have a chance
to build a Europe without divisions, where all
countries respect each other’s borders, all coun-
tries observe democratic traditions of majority
rule and individual and minority rights, all coun-
tries trade freely with each other and help each
other to achieve the true measure of greatness,
developing the capacities of their people.

Today I want to speak briefly about three
opportunities I see before you: the renewal of
your economy, the reform of your political sys-
tem, and your work to define a new security
for a new era.

First, let me say a word about economic tran-
sition. Of course, you inherited an economic
system imposed from above. And it has left you
with, frankly, a mixed legacy. On the one hand,
clearly it helped to rebuild Belarus from the
ruins of World War II. But that same centrally
planned system is ill-suited for the fast-changing
global economy. That is clear everywhere. Ev-
erywhere in the world and in every continent,
the people that are doing well are people who
live in economies where investment and a well-
trained work force make it possible for people
to produce high-quality goods and services
which they sell to each other and beyond their
borders.

So now you must face the challenge of taking
what is best about your economy, your highly
skilled people and your advanced industries, and
adapting it to the rigors of this new global com-
petition. It is a hard transition. Almost every
place which has sought to do it has faced, as
you have, among other things, very steep infla-
tion, something you faced in this summer’s in-
creases in the prices of meat and butter. Many
people are struggling to get by as a result of
this inflation. In a cruel way, inflation hurts the
people economies should reward the most, those
who simply get up and go to work every day,
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obeying the law and trying to make their con-
tribution.

But there is cause for hope because, as you
privatize more of your economy, as more of
it works in a market system, people will have
reason to invest more and generate more eco-
nomic growth. The government’s plan to pri-
vatize 20 percent of state property this year is,
I believe, a step in the right direction.

The United States wishes to support this kind
of change. Since you became independent, we
have provided over $150 million in food, medi-
cine, and other forms of assistance. During this
trip I announced additional steps to assist your
movement to a market economy: the establish-
ment of a business center here in your nation
to help to coordinate business efforts both with-
in the country and with other businesses, not
only in my country but around the world; a
new regional enterprise fund to help to start
new businesses, which will include Belarus,
Ukraine, and Moldova; and a U.S.-Belarus in-
vestment treaty to encourage more private trade
and investment between our two countries.

Ultimately, your economic success will depend
upon your own efforts. But you must have good
neighbors who wish to be good partners. The
United States wants to be one of those. And
I believe there is no reason that Belarus should
be left behind in this march to a global econ-
omy. I urge you to press ahead with these eco-
nomic reforms, to do it in as sensible and as
clear-headed a way as possible, to learn from
the experience of other nations, because I be-
lieve that it is the key to a better future.

You also face the challenge of political transi-
tion. Just as modern economies need the benefit
of every individual’s productive capacity, modern
nations need the benefit, indeed cannot do well
without the benefit of the diverse and informed
views of all of their people. The world does
not work very well from the top down anymore.
It requires the active engagement of all individ-
uals. When voices are silenced by author-
itarianism, by closed political systems, or as in
the case with too many democracies today, by
the apathy of citizens themselves who stay home
and stay out of political dialog, then wisdom
is lost, debate becomes more hollow, challenges
are avoided instead of being faced, and in the
end, tyrants find it easier to grab or to hold
on to power. We know where that low road
leads. It leads to economic stagnation and social
intolerance.

You have learned from your own hard history
that there is a better way. I applaud your demo-
cratic reforms. I hope you will follow through
with the commitments that have been made to
hold new elections in March of this year. I hope
you will press ahead with plans to craft a new
constitution. I hope you will, in short, create
a foundation for your economic renewal by pro-
tecting and promoting the political and human
rights of your people, without which, over the
long run, it will be very difficult to have a strong
economy.

One of the most encouraging signs of your
economic renewal is the political ferment that
is bubbling up from your people. You have new
political movements such as the Belarusian Pop-
ular Front. I was pleased to meet some of their
members earlier today. You have environment
groups which formed after the Chernobyl dis-
aster. Such groups, along with free labor unions,
business associations, and others, can help to
create a culture of participation, of debate, of
personal investment in your nation’s future.
These private associations are important, just al-
most as important as the right to vote in the
elections. It requires both a participation in the
decisions of who will represent you at the state
and who will be able to organize privately to
make life more satisfactory. And theyll give
views a wider range.

Finally, let me say a word about your efforts
to build a new nation that defines its strength
and greatness in new ways. There is no better
example than your determination to live as a
nuclear-free state. Since I became the President
of the United States, I have been determined
to work with the other nuclear nations, and es-
pecially with Russia, to try to help the other
republics of the former Soviet Union become
nuclear-free. And we have gone a long way to
finance that. Belarus led the way, and you de-
serve the credit and thanks of citizens all over
the world.

Seventy-six nuclear weapons were here when
the Soviet Union dissolved. As a new nation,
one of your first decisions was to do away with
them. It would have been easier to look back-
ward and say, “Well, these 76 weapons somehow
make us a great nation. They make us stronger.
We will keep them; we will use them and rattle
them around as threats if people don’t help us
or do what we want them to do.” But you made
a braver and a better choice, to live nuclear-
free.
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I am sure that your tragic experience with
Chernobyl helped to shape that choice. But I
also imagine that many, many of you had a
clear understanding that these weapons, power-
ful and intimidating though they might be, offer
you little in the way of real security. Real secu-
rity lies in the integration with your neighbors,
their political and economic values, and respect
for their borders.

So you freely chose to eliminate these weap-
ons. You became the first of the newly inde-
pendent states of the former Soviet Union to
ratify the START Treaty and to accede to the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. That is part of why
I was so pleased to welcome Chairman
Shushkevich to Washington last July, early in
my administration. I wanted to express my admi-
ration for the courage and the vision that he
and that all of you have demonstrated by making
the choice to be nuclear-free.

We are committed to helping you to prove
to all the people of the world that that was
the right choice, that you were building a new
and a better security. We are helping you to
remove these weapons safely and securely, with
financial assistance and technical advice. You
suffered through one nuclear tragedy. We are
determined to see that you do not endure an-
other. Today I informed the Chairman that the
United States will make additional funds avail-
able to Belarus for this purpose, which will bring
the total we have provided over the last 2 years
in "93 and "94 to $100 million.

As you move away from the weapons of the
old security, we want to help you to build a
new security by helping you to be a part of
a new and democratic Europe. Earlier this week
I joined our NATO allies in creating the Part-
nership For Peace. The Partnership For Peace
invites all of the nations of the former Soviet
Union and the former Warsaw Pact and all other
non-NATO nations in Europe, all of them to-
gether, to join with NATO in a partnership that
will permit us together to provide for the com-
mon security. It will permit non-NATO mem-
bers to do military planning and training and
exercises with NATO members as long as they
promise to respect the sovereignty, the inde-
pendence, and the existing territorial boundaries
of all of the nations which participate. I hope
Belarus will give careful consideration to this
Partnership. It is a part of our strategy to try
to have a Europe that is undivided for the first
time in its history, that uses the prospect of
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military cooperation genuinely to ensure the
peace instead of simply to prepare for war.

You are a new nation with a long history.
During this century you have endured as much
or more hardship as any people we have ever
known. And now you face difficult and chal-
lenging political and economic transitions. They
are so challenging that they can even be dis-
orienting. And if you move to elections, which
I hope and pray that you will, you will find
that when people are in trouble, they sometimes
vote their frustrations as well as their hopes.
That is still true in the United States, and we’ve
been working at it for 200 years now.

But there is no substitute for putting the peo-
ple of the nation in the driver’s seat. And we
must be aware of this, no matter how sophisti-
cated a people are, no matter how much infor-
mation is available to decision-makers. There is
so much going on in this world today, economi-
cally, politically, culturally. The changes are so
sweeping, there is no way that one group of
people, sitting atop a society, can make decisions
which suffice to guarantee the best possible life
for all of the people who live in that society.

Therefore, I believe that free political systems
and free economic systems also happen to be
good economics for the world in which we are
living and the world which we will live in the
21st century, for the foreseeable future. You
face possibilities that are as sweeping as your
land. The new freedom you are building has
many difficulties, but it can also work miracles.
It can make your cities thrive; it can help your
land to blossom. Most important of all, it can
give the wonderful children that I was shaking
hands with just a few moments ago real hope.

As you undertake the hard work of harnessing
this new freedom to your rich culture, to your
deep history, to your bold dreams, I hope you
will remember that the American people are
with you. We wish to be your partners and
your friends because we have faith in your cour-
age and confidence in your future. I hope that
partnership will come about, will last a long
time, and will bring to you the peace and pros-
perity that I wish for this country and for all
the world.

Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President spoke at 3:17 p.m. at the
Academy of Sciences. In his remarks, he referred
to Chairman Stanislav Shushkevich of Belarus.
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Exchange With Reporters Prior to Discussions With President
Hafiz al-Asad of Syria in Geneva, Switzerland

January 16, 1994

Q. President Clinton, are you going to talk
about terrorist issues at this meeting today?

President Clinton. We'll have a statement later
when we finish. We just met. We haven’t started
the meeting yet.

Q. Are you happy to be here, and can you
tell us what you expect from the meeting, sir?

President Asad. Tm delighted to be meeting
with President Clinton and his assistants. We
are at the table not to think about expectations
but to do the work.

NOTE: The exchange began at 10:15 a.m. at the
Intercontinental Hotel. A tape was not available
for verification of the content of this exchange.

The President’s News Conference With President Hafiz al-Asad of Syria

in Geneva
January 16, 1994

President Asad. At the conclusion of the im-
portant and constructive talks which were con-
ducted today between President Clinton and
myself, I wish to express my deep satisfaction
for what these talks have effected in terms of
the United States determination to do all it can
in order to bring the peace process to its desired
objective, the objective of establishing the just
and comprehensive peace in the region through
the implementation of the U.N. Security Council
Resolutions 242, 338, and 425, as well as the
principle of land for peace. In this respect, I
appreciate the fact that, notwithstanding the
great importance that President Clinton attaches
to the internal affairs of his country, he has
attached a special importance as a full partner
and honest intermediary to helping the parties
reach a comprehensive peace that is in the inter-
est not only of the peoples of the region but
also the peoples of the world at large.

Today’s meeting between President Clinton
and myself came to crown a number of ex-
changes and telephone communications between
us over the last year. I hope that our meeting
today will contribute to the realization of the
aspirations of the peoples in the region, mainly
that this new year will be the year of achieving
the just and comprehensive peace which puts
an end to the tragedies of violence and wars
endured by them for several decades.

During our meeting, I had the opportunity
to stress to President Clinton Syria’s firm com-

mitment to the principles and bases of the peace
process and our strong conviction that peace
cannot be genuine and lasting unless it was com-
prehensive and based on the principles of inter-
national legitimacy and justice. This means en-
deavoring to reach a just solution on all tracks.

Historical evidence, both past and present,
have proved that separate peace and partial solu-
tions were not conducive to the establishment
of real peace in the region. In this regard, I
would like to express my satisfaction that Presi-
dent Clinton himself is committed to the objec-
tive of comprehensive peace.

On this basis, we have agreed to work to-
gether for the successive efforts aimed at putting
an end to the Arab-Israeli conflict and at reach-
ing a genuine and comprehensive peace that
enables the peoples of the region to focus on
the development, progress, and prosperity.

This meeting has also provided us with the
opportunity to exchange views over a number
of issues including those related to bilateral rela-
tions between our countries. We have agreed
that the noble objective toward which we are
working requires a qualitative move in these re-
lations. We have also discussed questions related
to the regional situation, as well as all matters
that might constructively contribute to the
achievements of security and stability in the
Middle East.

Syria seeks a just and comprehensive peace
with Israel as a strategic choice that secures
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Arab rights, ends the Israeli occupation, and en-
ables all peoples in the region to live in peace,
security, and dignity. In honor we fought, in
honor we negotiate, and in honor we shall make
peace. We want an honorable peace for our
people and for the hundreds of thousands who
paid their lives in defense of the countries and
the rights.

There is hardly a home in Syria in which
there is no martyr who had fallen in defense
of his country, nation, and of Arab rights. For
the sake of all those, for the sons, daughters,
and families, we want the peace of the brave,
a genuine peace which can survive and last,
a peace which secures the interests of each side
and renders to all the rights. If the leaders of
Israel have sufficient courage to respond to this
kind of peace, a new era of security and stability
in which normal peaceful relations among all
shall dawn anew.

President Clinton. 1 believe you could tell
from that statement that I have just completed
a constructive and encouraging meeting with
President Asad.

From the first days of my administration, the
achievement of a comprehensive peace between
Israel and its Arab neighbors, based on Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338 and the prin-
ciple of territory for peace, has been one of
my highest foreign policy objectives.

In pursuit of that priority, I have always
viewed Syria’s involvement as critical. That is
why, from the outset of our administration, I
have engaged President Asad in a regular cor-
respondence by telephone and letter, and why
I'm now pleased to have had this opportunity
to hear personally President Asad’s views about
how best to make this a year of breakthroughs
on all fronts.

During our meeting, I told President Asad
that T was personally committed to the objective
of a comprehensive and secure peace that would
produce genuine reconciliation among the peo-
ples of the Middle East. I told him of my view
that the agreement between Israel and the PLO
constituted an important first step by estab-
lishing an agreed basis for resolving the Pales-
tinian problem. I also told him that I believe
Syria is the key to the achievement of an endur-
ing and comprehensive peace that finally will
put an end to the conflict between Israel and
her Arab neighbors.

President Asad, as you have just heard, shares
this objective, not just an end to war but the

82

establishment of real and comprehensive peace
with Israel that will ensure normal, peaceful re-
lations among good neighbors.

Crucial decisions will have to be made by
Syria and Israel if this common objective is to
be achieved. That is why President Asad has
called for a “peace of the brave.” And it is
why I join him now in endorsing that appeal.
Accordingly, we pledged today to work together
in order to bring the negotiations that started
in Madrid over 2 years ago to a prompt and
successful conclusion.

Critical issues remain to be resolved, espe-
cially the questions relating to withdrawal to
peace and security—excuse me—the question of
relating withdrawal to peace and security. But
as a result of our conversation today, I am con-
fident that we laid the foundations for real
progress in the negotiations between heads of
delegation that will begin again next week in
Washington.

President Asad and I also discussed the state
of relations between the United States and Syria
and agreed on the desirability of improving
them. This requires honestly addressing the
problems in our relationship. Accordingly, we've
instructed the Secretary of State and the Syrian
Foreign Minister to establish a mechanism to
address these issues in detail and openly.

For too long, the Middle East has been de-
nied the benefits of peace. And yet, it is within
our power to create the conditions that will en-
able Israeli and Arab, Muslim, Christian, and
Jew to live together in peace. Today’s meeting
was an important step toward fulfilling that vi-
sion. We have a lot of work to do, but we
are closer to our goal.

Thank you.

Middle East Peace Process

Q. Mr. President, do you feel that you have
a firm commitment from President Asad to nor-
malize relations with Israel? And by that I mean
open borders, free trade, and diplomatic rela-
tions.

President Clinton. The short answer is yes.
I believe that President Asad has made a clear,
forthright, and very important statement on nor-
mal, peaceful relations.

Now, in order to achieve those relations, a
peace agreement has to be negotiated in good
faith and carried out. But this is an important
statement, the first time that there has been
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a clear expression that there will be a possibility
of that sort of relationship.

Q. Mr. President, it has proven that separate
agreements were unsuccessful, and the proof is
the Lebanese accords and the Jericho accords.
Don’t you think that we need a very clear com-
mitment on a comprehensive peace? Then re-
garding the implementation of U.N. resolutions,
regarding Iraq, U.N. resolutions were imple-
mented. But as far as Lebanon and Resolution
425, until now the Security Council Resolution
was not implemented despite the American ap-
proval. So how can this situation be improved?
How can we get the commitment to implement
these resolutions?

Thank you, sir.

President Clinton. First of all, as to the spe-
cifics of implementation, that will be part of
the process of negotiation. But let me answer
the first and more important question, I think.

I think all the parties in this process recognize
that it cannot succeed unless all the tracks are
brought to a successful conclusion. That is, I
think even—President Asad was very eloquent
in our meeting today about the question of Leb-
anon, and Jordan for that matter, in saying that
even Syria, if it were fully satisfied with its dif-
ferences with Israel, that they could be worked
out, that there still would have to be a com-
prehensive peace in which the issues affecting
Lebanon, issues affecting Jordan, and the issues
relating to the PLO would, in addition to the
Syrian issues, would all be resolved. We are
all committed to that.

Q. This is a question for President Asad. Mr.
President, President Clinton is the fourth Presi-
dent that youre now meeting. Do you think
you can afford to wait for a fifth one, or have
you decided to sign peace now?

President Clinton. I'm glad you got that ques-
tion.

Could you repeat the question in Arabic,
please?

Q. No, I cannot repeat the question in—
[laughter]—in  English. Mr. Asad, President
Clinton is the fourth American President you're
meeting now. Do you think you can afford to
wait for a fifth one, or have you decided to
sign peace now?

President Asad. Yes, we are ready to sign
peace now.

Q. President Clinton, beyond the broad assur-
ances that you and President Asad have spoken
of here about the willingness to seek peace and

to negotiate it, do you have, sir, as a result
of these meetings, any of the kinds of specific,
detailed concessions or a sense of willingness
to make concessions that might make a success-
ful negotiation possible? And if so, can you tell
us in what areas they are?

President Clinton. Well, as you know, I have
a very strong conviction that the specifics of
this agreement will have to be negotiated by
the parties themselves. And even though I have
in my mind several things, I think that it is
very important that those of us who are trying
to facilitate these discussions not discuss the de-
tails of them. The parties are going to have
to work that out.

Let me say that an indication has been given
here by the very important statement that Presi-
dent Asad has already made, stating clearly that
it is time to end the conflict with Israel, make
peace with Israel, that the peace should lead
to normal and peaceful relations. I would hope
that this would provoke a positive response in
Israel and that then the parties would get to-
gether and work these details out. That is not
for the United States to dictate.

Q. Mr. Clinton, despite the peace negotia-
tions, ever since the Madrid Conference, Israel
continues with its policy of settlements in the
occupied Arab countries. Although Syria has
signed the Non-Proliferation Treaty and has
been asking for years for the denuclearization
of the Middle East as a region, Israel refuses,
in fact, to sign and ratify this Non-Proliferation
Treaty and is still accumulating and amassing
weapons. Don’t you think, sir, that such prac-
tices go counter to the concept of peace for
which you are striving? Thank you.

President Clinton. TFirst, sir, I believe the
question of settlements in disputed areas is one
of the things that clearly will have to be resolved
in connection with this peace process, consistent
with United Nations resolutions and the concept
of territory for peace. I said that in my opening
statement. I expect that to be worked through.

Secondly, on the question of weapons, I be-
lieve the best chance we have to stop the spread
of weapons of mass destruction, that include
not only nuclear but also biological and chemical
weapons, and indeed, to slow the sophisticated
conventional arms race in the Middle East, is
to finish this peace process successfully. I think
that is, as a practical matter, the only way to
do it, and the United States will work as hard
as we can toward that objective.
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Q. President Asad, are you clearly stating un-
equivocally today that in exchange for a full
Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights, Syria
would be prepared to establish normal diplo-
matic relations with Israel, including open bor-
ders, including tourism, the same kind of peace
treaty that Israel established with Egypt?

President Asad. As we all know, especially
the United States of America and President
Clinton, we are endeavoring for a comprehen-
sive peace in order for it to be lasting, in order
for it to be just. In this context, we are striving
for the achievement of true peace which guaran-
tees the rights of all, a stable life for all. Here
lies the interests of the peoples in the region
and the peoples of the world.

Myself and President Clinton completely
agreed on these issues, the requirements for
peace. We will respond to these requirements.
And you know, of course, this will hinge on
the discussions and the peace negotiations and
not to be solved in a press conference.

Syria-U.S. Relations

Q. The U.S.A. is a partner and an honest
intermediary. Syria responded favorably in order
to achieve this peace process in the interest
of the world. Yet, the U.S.A. is still treating
Syria in a different manner, different from the
manner in which it treats Israel, especially in
terms of financial and military aid. How would
you explain this, sir?

President Clinton. Well, as we have made
clear, we have had differences over the years
with Syria over a number of issues, including
our differences over questions relating to certain
groups, the PKK, the Hezbollah, the Jibril
group, and others—other issues. We talked
about these differences for about an hour today
without any view toward trying to resolve them.

We agreed on two things, and I think this
is very important. One is that if we can maintain
one another’s confidence working toward a
peaceful solution in the Middle East, that that
will do a great deal for our bilateral relations
and for a better future. And the second is that
we needed to have a process that had integrity,
established by the Secretary of State and the
Syrian Foreign Minister, that would go beyond
public exchanges to a very specific delineation
of the differences between us and an honest
effort to resolve them or to make progress on
them.
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So, sir, I think the best answer to your ques-
tion is that, that we think that progress perhaps
can be made. We've set up a mechanism to
deal honestly with the differences between us,
and we believe maintaining each other’s con-
fidence by a good faith effort in the Middle
East peace process is the most important thing
we can do at this moment in our history.

Press Secretary Myers. We'll take one more
from each side.

Middle East Peace Process

Q. Mr. President, the subject is so close to
your heart, but you evaded answering whether
you felt that Israel should sign the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty. But my real question is, did
you discuss and set a timetable for Israeli and
Syrian troops to come out of Lebanon?

President Clinton. We did not have any dis-
cussions today about the details of any phase
of the Middle East peace process because the
other parties are not here present, and it would
not have been an appropriate thing to do.

Q. [Inaudible]

President Clinton. Excuse me. I got one of
those helpful little hints from one of my staff
members down here. I apologize to interrupt
you. I want to be perfectly forthright, because
I don’t want to leave a false impression that
might be adversely interpreted against President
Asad.

We did discuss the importance of having the
Lebanese peace process go on parallel to the
Israeli-Syrian process. I reaffirmed my support
for the Taif accords, and President Asad agreed
that there should be a successful conclusion of
the peace process which left Lebanon free and
independent as a nation. So there was no dif-
ference between us on the objective. And I
didn’t want anything I said to be read unfairly
against him on that score. We actually, I think,
reached complete meeting of the minds.

Q. In my view, on the 13th of September
at the White House, you called for a bigger
Syrian role in the peace process and you called
personally on His Excellency President Asad to
play a personal role in forging ahead a break-
through in the peace process. Now that you've
met President Asad face to face for the first
time, what is your impression about President
Asad, and how do you view his personal role
in achieving that breakthrough?

President Clinton. Well, first of all, I had
heard a lot about President Asad’s legendary
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stamina in these meetings. [Laughter] And when
we called a break 4 hours and 20 minutes into
our meeting, I can tell you that his reputation
does not exceed the reality; he deserves every
bit of it.

Secondly, we had the opportunity—because
we did talk for so long, we had the opportunity
to exchange not only our views about the issues
in play at present, but also I had the opportunity
to learn President Asad’s perspective over a pe-
riod exceeding 20 years now on some of these
issues. And it reinforced my belief as expressed
in September that there would be no com-
prehensive peace in the Middle East unless he
were willing to take a leadership role and that
he has decided to take the risks that all these
leaders, if they really want peace, are going to
have to take.

And so I guess I would have to say that that
is the most important thing to me, the thing
that was most impressive. I believe that he is
committed to trying to work through this as
quickly as possible. And I think others will see
that commitment and will respond in an appro-
priate way.

Q. President Clinton, peace is an international
issue. The U.S. administration is striving seri-
ously to achieve peace. It is an international
need; it's a need for the U.S.A. and Syria and
Israel. One wonders why the peace process tum-
bles every now and then. And how will the
U.S. administration, as the major sponsor of the
peace process, tackle obstacles bound to face
us in the future? Thank you.

President Clinton. First of all, T think it tum-
bles every now and then because it's difficult
to do. If it were easy to do it would have been
done before. The parties have been at odds
with each other for a long time. There is a
lot of mistrust to overcome. There are a lot
of details to be worked out. And whenever there
is any ambiguity at all or uncertainty, then that
is likely to lead to other problems down the
road. So there are lots of reasons why it hap-
pens.

What the United States is trying to do is
to take advantage of what I think is an appro-
priate moment in history where you have leaders
committed to getting this done, leaders who un-
derstand that the interests of their people will
be served over the long run by comprehensive
peace. And so what we can do, I think, is to
try to keep the process going, keep the trust
level up among the parties, try to be an honest
broker, and work through the problems. And
when these difficulties do arise, as they have,
as you implied, in the aftermath of the PLO-
Israel accord, to try to help work through them
as quickly as possible and get things back on
track.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President’s 45th news conference
began at 4:15 p.m. at the Intercontinental Hotel.
President Asad spoke in Arabic, and his remarks
were translated by an interpreter.

Interview With Reporters Aboard Air Force One

January 16, 1994

President’s Trip

The President. Are you all exhausted?

Q. Yes.

Q. Aren’t you?

The President. Yes. 1 really just wanted to
say that I think we had a good trip, and I'm
sorry I put you through so much. You must
be tired. T know I am. But I think it was really
a good trip. And I appreciate how much work
was done on it.

I thought we might just talk for a few minutes
about it, kind of in a wrap-up fashion. But be-

fore we do, I wanted to say that after I got
back on the plane, I called Prime Minister
Rabin and President Mubarak to report on my
meeting with Asad, and I attempted to call but
was unsuccessful in reaching King Fahd—I'm
going to talk to him probably tomorrow morn-
ing—just to tell them what had gone on in the
meeting and what the statement was and get
their sense of what was going to happen. Rabin
had watched it live.
Q. What?
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The President. Rabin had watched it live. And
I couldn’t tell whether Mubarak did or not. I
think he did, but we had kind of a staticy con-
nection, so I couldn’t be sure. But everybody
seemed to be pretty positive about it.

Anyway, looking back over the trip, I can say
without any hesitation that it certainly met all
of our objectives when we went on the trip.
Everything that we hoped would happen did.
And T think there were basically three big ele-
ments to it.

The first was the prospect of really uniting
Europe for the first time since nations have
been on the landscape there. I'm very encour-
aged by the initial reaction to the Partnership
For Peace. All the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries and the Visegrad nations have
said they want to join. Russia, Ukraine expressed
an interest. We've now heard some interest from
Romania. So I'm feeling quite good about that.
Even the Swiss said they wanted to think about
whether there was some way they could support
it even if they didn’t join, given their historic
neutrality. I feel very good about it.

The second important thing, of course, was
the nuclear breakthrough, the agreement with
Ukraine following the agreement that had been
reached earlier in the year with Belarus and
Kazakhstan, not having our nuclear weapons tar-
geted at anybody, not having their nuclear weap-
ons targeted at us. It's a really important next
step. And we also had some important discus-
sions with the Russians about going in and mak-
ing sure that START I is completely ratified
and implemented and that START II is ratified
and implemented and that we keep thinking
about what further steps there ought to be. So
this was a very good meeting—trip in that re-
spect.

And then the third aspect of the trip was
the whole movement toward not only uniting
Europe economically and politically but kind of
getting growth back into the system. I met with
the leaders of the European Union. We talked
about how to implement the GATT agreement,
how to follow up on it, how important it was
to get the growth rates up in Europe again,
how important it was to open new markets to
Eastern Europe and the states of the former
Soviet Union. And then, of course, I talked
about economics in Prague and then spent a
lot of time dealing with it in Russia. And I
must say, even though they’ve had a really tough
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time, I think theyre on the verge of having
some good things happen economically.

For all the criticism of the pace of reform
in Russia, one of the little-known facts about
it is that in terms of privatizing companies, Rus-
sia’s actually running ahead of the pace of the
other former Communist economies. There’s
some other problems they have to deal with,
their inflation problems and just having a legal
framework that will attract more investment, but
I feel quite good about that. Just from my expe-
rience in Moscow, I really think that while there
are, as you would imagine, uncertainties among
the people there because of all the hardships
and the difficulty of sort of visualizing the fu-
ture, I think there’s a lot of emotion to the
idea that the people ought to rule the country.
I didn’t get much sense in anybody that they
wanted a more authoritarian government. I think
they like the fact that the voters are in the
driver’s seat, even though theyre still trying to
come to grips with exactly what that means and
how to translate it into policies.

So I would say on grounds of building a
united Europe in terms of security, where all
the neighbors agree to respect one another’s
borders, moving to continually reduce the nu-
clear threat to the world, and supporting eco-
nomic and political reform in Europe and the
former Communist countries, this was a very,
very successful trip.

And that’s before we did the Middle East
thing today. I went to this meeting hoping that
we could get a signal from President Asad that
was clear and unmistakable that he was ready
to make a complete peace. Today was the first
time he had ever explicitly said he wanted an
end to the hostilities with Israel, willing to make
peace with Israel as opposed to saying some-
thing like “peace in the Middle East,” and that
peace to him meant normal peaceful relations,
which is a general term that encompasses trade,
tourism and travel, and embassies. So that was
very significant. That sends a very clear signal
now back to the Israelis.

He also said that he didn’t want just Syria
alone to be resolved, he wanted to see the Jor-
danian peace completed, and he wanted to see
the Lebanese peace completed. And he said
something that everybody wanted to hear in the
Middle East, which is that he wanted Lebanon
to be an independent country with a peace with
Israel. So I was quite pleased with that.
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So from now on, the question of the dif-
ferences between Syria and the United States,
which we spent about an hour on today, spent
a significant portion of our meeting on it, be-
cause I thought it was important that neither
one of us be under any illusions about the dif-
ferences that are still there and because I think
it’s important in this peace negotiation that we
both have absolute credibility with each other.
So we thought we had to spend some time
on it.

We agreed to try to get beyond sort of a
general and accusatory level by letting the Sec-
retary of State and the Foreign Minister of Syria
develop a process to specifically identify these
things that trouble the United States so much
and to give them a chance to specifically identify
things about our policy toward them or the Mid-
dle East in general that trouble them and to
try to set in motion a process for working
through it. Because every report I've gotten over
the years of the encounters—and you know,
Asad’s spent a lot of time talking to Westerners
because of the Middle East issue—things always
stop, in my judgment, at a level that is too
general, where people are charging and
countercharging and there’s no real effort to
lay the kind of factual basis that has to be laid
if you're going to really argue that people should
change their policies. So I feel pretty good about
it.

Pan Am 103 Bombing

Q. Were you satisfied, sir, that there was no
Syrian involvement or complicity in the Pan Am
103 bombing?

The President. First 1 raised that, and he
raised it again. I can tell you that we have
absolutely no evidence of it and that he flatly
denied it. And he reminded us and me that
a Syrian was killed on Pan Am 103 who was
the only son of a woman from his home area.
And he said it was a—he characterized it as
a cruel and senseless thing—had no point, kill-
ing all those students. And he said, “This is
an issue I will never close or never consider
closed. If you ever have any evidence that any
Syrian is involved, you just let me know, and
we will take the appropriate action.”

Russia

Q. Back on Russia, when were you told about
that Mr. Gaydar was going to resign® Who told
you that, and how serious do you think it is?

The President. All the days kind of run to-
gether. Yeltsin told me that—here’s how he
characterized it. I wasn't quite sure exactly how
to—he told me that he thought there was a
strong possibility that Gaydar would decide that
he needed to devote all of his time to leading
the party that he took into the Duma and build-
ing his political strength both in the Parliament
and out in the country and that he was con-
cerned about building it up politically and mak-
ing it effective in the Duma.

He said—the reason, you see—you say
“when”—I'm trying to remember. I think it was
sometime during the first day as opposed to
the second day’s conversations that he said it.
But I'm sorry I can’t remember when.

Q. What are your impressions of Asad?

The President. Let me answer the question.
He also went out of his way to tell me, though,
he said, “We are not going to reverse our re-
form course, and we don’t want to slow it down,
but we do want to cushion the impact of it
better. We want to have a better sense of how
it affects people.” And he said, “We also want
to try to demonstrate the successes more clearly.
We want to be able to show people that this
has been done.” And in that connection—and
you know what he asked? He was very pleased
with a lot of the initiatives that I told him we
worked on, like we were working to get the
G-7 to make sure that the countries that buy
oil from Russia, for example, that buy energy
from Russia, could pay for it in a timely fashion
so they can use that money to help them build
their country. That's a big deal to them. He
was interested in getting his next IMF money
in a timely fashion. He was interested in making
sure that the accumulated debt, once he’s mak-
ing payments on it, can be rescheduled. In other
words, he didn’t want to slow down reform.
He wanted to make it work better, and he want-
ed to make sure that they had some strategies
for cushioning the impact on ordinary people.
He also said that he would keep a team that
was reform oriented, and it would be a good,
competent team.

Gaydar left the government once before, and
the reforms didn’t stop. So the only thing I
encouraged him to do was, I said, “You proved
you're committed to democracy. You've stayed
with this reform. You've still got some tough
decisions to make.” T told him, I said, “I con-
tacted the G-7 before I came up here. We
want to help cushion the impact of reform, and

87



Jan. 16 / Administration of William |. Clinton, 1994

we want to help make sure the people of Russia
know what you're doing to help the economy.
And if you're going to keep on the reform path,
itll be easier for us to do that, because then
we’ll be able to make sure that the IMF and
the World Bank support you as well as these
individual countries.”

I found it to be a satisfactory conversation.
You know he’s in some—the political situation
over there is not free of difficulty. I mean, you
just only have to look at the makeup of the
lower House of the Parliament to draw that
conclusion. But I think he’ll try to hang in there,
mostly because if you look at the go-slower ap-
proach, you look at Ukraine and you see theyre
in worse shape than Russia.

And one of the things—and let me just say
that this is something I didn’'t even talk about
on the trip—but one of the things I want to
spend a lot more time doing when I get back,
and have our people try to be helpful on, is
trying to dissect what we mean by reform, be-
cause there are at least three big elements to
it. There’s the privatization of government-
owned companies, which Russia is doing very,
very well, better than anybody else. There’s the
management of fiscal and monetary policy,
which means you've got to keep inflation down
at a reasonable level to get private investment,
which means you can’t just keep on printing
money to pay for subsidies in a dying industry.
They're having trouble with that, although
they're doing better than they were last year.
Then the third area is making sure you've got
the infrastructure, if I can use that much-ma-
ligned word, that will attract investment from
outside the country and will permit the markets
to work. That means you've got to have a system
of laws relating to private property, contracts,
bankruptcy, clear, unambiguous taxation laws,
that sort of stuff. If you look at Czechoslovakia,
which is the most—I mean, the Czech Republic,
which is the most successful of the former Com-
munist countries, they're behind Russia on pri-
vatization but ahead on the infrastructure.

So the one thing that I think we need to
focus on is now that they've got a constitutional
democracy, and all of them, even the ones who
want to slow down reform, want more invest-
ment, which is interesting—they all want more
investment, even the ones that think, “Well, re-
form has gone too fast”—they might be for the
first time in a real position now to write some
of the laws in such a way that will attract a
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lot more investment. For example, if you want
to make an energy investment in Russia, you
may not care what the rate of privatization of
small companies is, but you do want to know
if you put the money in there and who you're
investing with, is your investment good, what
do you do in case of breach of contract, what
are your tax obligations if you make money?
Just clear, simple, straightforward stuff that we
take for granted, that I think they now have
to do a little more work on.

Q. How concerned was Yeltsin about the rise
of ultranationalist sentiment? And did you give
him any counsel on how to alleviate those feel-
ings of humiliation?

The President. Well, let me see how I should
answer that. I don’t want to talk in great detail
about our conversation, because I think he
should be able to answer that. I dont want
to read his mind for you. I think that he believes
that the more the voters know about some of
the positions taken by the ultranationalists, in-
cluding Zhirinovsky, the more likely they will
be to pull away from them. And he believes
that the promises which were made by the
ultranationalists could not reasonably be ex-
pected to be kept. So I think that his view
is that what he needs to do is try to do the
best he can with his job, turn things around,
show some successes, and that that’s the best
way to dampen them down.

One thing I did say to him was that just
following the campaign from afar, as we all did,
that the ultranationalists seemed in some ways—
in some ways the Communists did, too—to lay
too much of an uncontested claim to the feel-
ings of national pride. That is, the reformers,
we all know, didn’t run in a coherent bloc and
didn’t present a coherent message. And as the
Democrats know in the United States—I kicked
him on purpose because he’s talked about this—
it’s sort of like the problems that the Democrats
had for the last 20 years winning the Presidency.
You could say, here’s a problem and here’s my
four-point solution to the problem, but if all
you get is the good government vote, that’s
never going to be a majority, especially when
people are hurting.

So the only counsel I gave him was that—
Yeltsin cut through all the traditional barriers
when he stood up on that tank, or even earlier
when he became Gorbachev’s successor. He em-
bodied the change and the pride of Russia. You
didn’t have to choose. You saw the pride of
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Russia and the change in a person. And by
his actions he did that.

And what I suggested to him was that his
group, they needed to find spokespersons, and
they needed to find ways of saying what they
were about that also says, “We're pro-worker,
we're pro-family, we're anticrime, and we're for
bringing the pride of this nation back. And our
plan will make the—[inaudible].” Because I
think to be fair to them, their task has been
so daunting that they would naturally become
absorbed in the overwhelming burdens of just
doing the details of it. These other guys were
never in government, you know; they had the
freedom of just going out and making speeches.
And the only thing I cautioned to Yeltsin, I
said, “Look, I saw the Democrats in America
get killed for years because they go out there
and they talk about problem X, Y, and Z and
have a four-point program for every one. And
they might be right, but if it didn’t resonate
with a larger concern to the voters, it could
never be translated into a national mandate.”
And T think we had a great conversation about
it, and I think he was interested in it, because
he understands that that’s how he got to be
President in the first place, change and pride.

Q. You don’t think he’s emotional enough?

The President. Oh, no, I think he’s deeply
emotional enough. But in the last election, keep
in mind, he put all of his prestige and effort
into passing the Constitution. And he prevailed.
So a lot of people voted for Boris Yeltsin and
his constitution and also voted for the Com-
munist candidate, the agrarian candidate,
Zhirinovsky and his crowd. That’s the point I'm
trying to make. And he needs to win the over-
lap. He can’t let them win the overlap if he’s
going to govern the country and move it for-
ward.

President Hafiz al-Asad of Syria

Q. How about Asad, what are your impres-
sions?

The President. Smart. Very tough.

Q. What is that?

The President. He’s very smart and very tough
and has a very clear view of what he thinks
has happened in the Middle East in the last
25 years and what he thinks ought to happen.
On the other hand, I think that he has reached
the conclusion that it is in the interest of his
people, his administration, and his legacy to

make a meaningful and lasting peace. I believe
that.

Q. [Inaudible]—talk about moving his troops
out of Lebanon at all?

The President. Well, he said, first of all, that
he thought that—he agreed with me that there
ought to be a peace in Lebanon—agreement
that operated and was developed in parallel with
the Syrian track and that the end of it ought
to be a fully independent Lebanon, an accord
consistent with the Taif accords, which then—
therefore, the inevitable answer is yes.

Q. Did he ask you, if there was peace be-
tween Israel and Syria, we would follow through
on our commitment to commit U.S. troops to
the Golan Heights in order to keep the peace?

The President. He did not ask it just like
that. He said that there needed to be mutual
security guarantees, that Israel’s security was not
all that was at stake, that Damascus was closer
to the Golan than Tel Aviv or Jerusalem, and
that artillery would go up the hill quite nicely.
That’s what he said. He said, “We're not talking
about rifles here.” He said, “Rifles—all the ad-
vantage goes to the people on top of the Golan.
When you're talking about artillery, it’s a mixed
bag.” He did not breach that. What he said
was that both sides would need security assur-
ances.

Q. We would be willing to commit our troops
if there was a serious peace agreement?

The President. What I said to him and what
our country has said repeatedly for years now
is that, obviously, if both sides made an agree-
ment and both sides wanted this, we would have
to give it serious consideration; that's something
I would have to talk to the Congress about,
do other things, that I couldn’t make any kind
of commitment, particularly in the absence of
an expressed decision by Israel and Syria, but
we would certainly give it consideration.

Q. You certainly think you pushed the mo-
mentum on this.

The President. Oh, yes, I think it's forward
now. We've pushed it forward. It's clearly the
biggest step forward since September 13th.
Maybe in some ways a bigger one because we
all knew on September 13th that in the end
the only way to hold this thing together was
to get the rest of it done.

Q. Did you bring up the issue of the Syrian
control of Hezbollah and other terrorist groups
that are operating through Syrian-controlled
Lebanon in attacks upon Israel?
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The President. 1 brought up Hezbollah, the
Jibril group, and the PKK specifically, as I said
in my press conference that I did. I did. And
he gave his view that he’s stated many times.
He stated his position; I restated mine. I said,
“Look, we’re not going to resolve this today,”
but that we can’t have normal relations between
the two of us, as opposed to what's going on
in the Middle East, until they are resolved. And
so I suggested that we give the Secretary of
State and the Syrian Foreign Minister the op-
portunity to develop a mechanism to try to hon-
estly and openly deal with these issues and let
us bring our concerns in real specificity to them,
let them respond, and see if we can work
through it.

Trip Highlights

Q. What was the real highlight of your trip?
What will be the thing that you truly remember,
sentimentally, emotionally, spiritually?

The President. Well, the sentimental highlight
was walking across the bridge in Prague for the
first time in 24 years with Havel with this enor-
mous sense of pride I had at the freedom that
he had brought to the country and what I re-
membered from all the young people when I
was there in Czechoslovakia 24 years ago, how
deeply anti-Communist they were 24 years ago,
how desperately they wanted to be free. And
just walking across the bridge with me, this guy
who had gone to prison for his beliefs and who
so completely represented the best of his cul-
ture, you know, was the President of the coun-
try. And then we walked across the bridge, and
then had dinner in that little pub with the cou-
ple that I stayed with 24 years ago. That was
the sentimental highlight. The emotional high-
light was going into that cathedral that has just
been resanctified—that Stalin tore down and
turned into a public restroom—and being in-
vited by the priest to light a candle for my
mother. Those are just personal things, you
know.

Q. Any disappointments?

The President. No. I still think we’ve got to—
I wouldn’t call it a disappointment because to
be disappointed it has to fall short of your ex-
pectations—but I think we've got some work
to do within NATO in defining this whole area
of out-of-area missions. Is NATO going to have
a military mission beyond protecting the security
of its members and the Partnership For Peace?
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I'm more convinced than I was when I went
there that the Partnership For Peace is the right
idea at this time and that were giving Europe
a chance to have a different history than its
past, and it’s enormously significant. But we
don’t have—the NATO—NATO was never orga-
nized or set up for out-of-area missions. They've
done a terrific job with the airlift. I talked to
some of our personnel today in Switzerland who
were working with the airlift. They've done a
great job with the mechanics of the embargo.
It was never conceived that NATO would use
force in any way, even in a very limited way,
outside guaranteeing the security of its mem-
bers. And I just think that, not only in terms
of Bosnia but just generally, that whole thing
has to really be thought through.

Par‘tnership For Peace

Q. Just a last question. Did you expect it
to take off, the whole question of partnership,
like it did? And, two, who thought of the idea
first? Was this an NSC—saying we've got to
go there with something positive?

The President. The answer to the first ques-
tion is, I didn’t know what to expect. But it’s
taken off; it’s exceeded my expectations. I mean,
I just knew how passionately I felt that it was
the right approach. And I knew that I had to
work through in my own mind, sort of; it was
one of those things that the more I thought
about it, the stronger I felt about it. It's not
something, as you all know, that just knocks
you off your feet once you hear about it; we
all know that. But the more I thought about
it, the stronger I felt about it. And I think what’s
happened was there began to be a consensus
in Europe that this was what made sense; that
we had to try for a better future, not just a
better division than we had before the cold war
but a future without division; and that if we
could do it in a way that would permit us—
if circumstances turned against that dream—to
still do the responsible thing by those that clear-
ly were part of the West that wanted to be
part of it, then we ought to do it.

Tony would have to answer the other question
in terms of the label and all that, but it was
an American idea. We started by consulting all
the allies; we realized that there were a whole
range of reasons for reservations for immediately
expanding membership. And then there were
some who had some question about whether
NATO had any role at all. And we talked
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through what our objectives were independent
of NATO: What would you like to have happen
in Europe in 10 years? What is it we're trying
to get done? And then all of our folks went
back together and came back with that idea.
I have no idea who thought of it, who labeled
it or who—I got it through the NSC and State
and Defense. We all talked it through before
I got there, because it was essentially a military
training and planning concept. And I'm sure
somebody knows the answer to your question,
but I don't.

Q. I'm sure that it was a synthesis.
The President. Yes. I think it’s something they
just sort of came to. Our process worked.

NoOTE: The interview began at 2:58 p.m. e.s.t. In
his remarks, the President referred to Yegor
Gaydar, former First Deputy Prime Minister of
Russia; Vladimir Zhirinovsky, leader of the Liberal
Democratic Party in Russia; and National Security
Adviser Anthony Lake.

Remarks on Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities

January 17, 1994

I want to thank Arland for reminding us all
that we can make a difference in people’s lives
and that there are a lot of good people out
there who are dying to make more of their
lives if given the opportunity. It’s so easy for
us here to come here and talk in Government
language about Government programs that
never seem to reach to the human level and
to the reality of what is actually at stake among
the young people of this country. And he did
that better than I think that I will be able to
in following up. But for all of you who are
here to talk about this today, if there was ever
an argument for why we needed to find ways
to give people and communities the capacity
to develop themselves, I think Arland Smith
made a better argument than any of the rest
of us ever could. I thought when he said, “I
couldn’t believe I was here in Washington; I
used to be a knucklehead,” I thought he was
going to say there were a lot of knuckleheads
here, but he was delicate enough not to say
that. [Laughter]

First, let me if I might, comment on the
earthquake that struck Los Angeles and the San
Fernando Valley very early this morning. I have
spoken with Governor Wilson and with Mayor
Riordan by phone. I've assured them that we
intend to do everything we possibly can to help
the people of Los Angeles and southern Cali-
fornia deal with the earthquake and its after-
math.

I've also spoken with James Lee Witt, the
Director of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency. He is probably, as we meet here,

on his way to California. Secretary Cisneros, I
know, is going out later today. We may have
other representatives of the Government there.
We have done everything we can both to pro-
vide the resources and the backup we need.
I believe that later today it will be possible
for us to issue the appropriate Federal declara-
tion for California. We're going to go out there
anyway, and our people will be doing the nec-
essary work to try to do that. FEMA has had
a lot of challenges this year, what with the 500-
year flood in the Middle West and the fires
in southern California. But the good news is,
I think they’re well organized and ready to deal
with this, and I have been very impressed with
the work that's already been done since the
early morning hours in southern California.

We do know that at least three people have
lost their lives, that many people have lost their
homes, that there’s been a severe disruption of
life there. There are at least three major free-
ways that are seriously damaged, and if you've
been watching it on television you know that.
So I ask the American people to remember the
people of Los Angeles County in their thoughts
and prayers today. It’s going to be a very dif-
ficult few weeks for them as they try to come
through the immediate dangers. And there are
still some immediate dangers there and in the
aftermath.

On this Martin Luther King Day, we honor
our Nation’s challenging and most eloquent
voice for human rights and human potential,
a person who gave his life to guarantee better
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opportunities for people like Arland Smith.
When Martin Luther King died in April of 1968,
I was living here as a senior at Georgetown,
and I remember so clearly putting a big red
cross on my car and driving it down into the
burning areas of town to deliver supplies to peo-
ple who had lost a lot of hope. It was a very
troubling time for our country and, indeed, for
the whole world.

And not long after that I had a chance to
go to Eastern Europe and to Russia for the
first time in my life, right after the hope of
freedom had been extinguished in Czecho-
slovakia. Well, T just got back from that trip,
as you know. And while the problems those
people are facing are far from over and while
their future is far from free of difficulty, if you
could have been with me walking the streets
of Prague, you would have seen the great cause
for hope, a people who for decades were shack-
led to a Communist system with their personal
freedoms and their personal ambitions held in
check now really looking forward to a very dif-
ferent and broader and brighter future; to see
a man like Vaclav Havel, a former prisoner
under the Communist system, living his life the
way Dr. King challenged the rest of us to live,
rewarded by his people with the Presidency of
his country. I say that because if you think about
where we are now compared to where we were
when Martin Luther King died there is a great
deal to hope for around the world and here
at home.

But I couldn’t help thinking as I was going
across the world trying to help other nations
deal with their problems, that I was coming
home to Martin Luther King Day, and the hon-
est hard assessment that a lot of things that
were obsessing and burdening this country 25
years ago when Martin Luther King died are
just as bad today as they were then. A lot of
things are better. A lot of things are better.
There is more individual opportunity for people
who are educated and who developed it. There
is less overt prejudice. But there is more vio-
lence, less opportunity, and more destruction
of family and community for the places that
are really hard hit than there even was 25 years
ago. And I think the only way we can honor
Martin Luther King’s memory is to be honest
about that and to ask ourselves what we can
do to rebuild the communities and families of
this country and to give more young people
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like Arland Smith a chance to be what he is
becoming.

For a long time, the Government really
thought that if we just had a solution designed
here in Washington that was properly funded,
we could solve the problems of every commu-
nity in the country. Well, we learned that that
wasn’t true. But we’ve also learned, after several
years of neglect, that neglect is not a very good
policy either, that somehow there needs to be
a new partnership between Washington and the
communities and the individuals of this country
and that there needs to be a way of doing busi-
ness in which we try to create the conditions
in which people can seize opportunities for
themselves. That's what this empowerment zone
concept is all about and these enterprise com-
munities are all about. The business leaders who
are here today are here because we know that
we cannot succeed in Government unless you
are our partners. And we have stopped trying
to tell everybody exactly how to do what needs
to be done, but instead we have begun to create
the conditions in which people can do what
needs to be done at every level.

I want to thank all the members of our ad-
ministration who are here who worked so hard
on this project. I want to say a special word
of thanks to the Members of Congress who are
here without whom we could not have passed
the whole empowerment zone concept. I tell
you freely that it was not without controversy
in the Congress. There were a lot of people
who said, “Well, we’re trying to bring down
the deficit, and we just shouldn’t do this. This
might not work.”

But when we looked at the history of what
had happened to—[ inaudible]l—community,
when we see what happens when work dis-
appears, when families are under stress, when
a void is created into which gangs and guns
and drugs move, we realized, I think, as a peo-
ple here in Washington last year, that we had
to do something to try to change the rules of
the game, community by community, neighbor-
hood by neighborhood.

We also know that we can’t do it without
help from the business community. So I say
to you here on this Martin Luther King Day,
America needs your help. The real reason
Arland Smith’s got a good story is that after
he paid the price to go through the educational
system and to change his own habits and the
way he presented himself and his own aspira-
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tions for his own life, the only real reason he’s
got a story to tell is that he also has two jobs.
And if there were no job at the end of the
rainbow, then this man would be standing up
here giving a very different speech: “Why did
you all hold out false hopes? Why did you tell
me to be a good student, to be a good citizen,
to be a good father, to do all these things,
and then there was nothing at the end of the
effort for me?”

Our most urgent task is to restore to young
people like Arland all across this country the
conviction that if they do work hard, they will
be rewarded, the absolute, unshakable belief
that they can make their future better. And we
cannot do that without a community-based effort
and without a partnership with employers all
across this country.

In Martin Luther King’s last book, “Where
Do We Go From Here,” he said that commu-
nity-based businesses, no matter how small, are
vital because they are a strength among the
weak though they are weak among the mighty.
If we want people to live by the work ethic,
we've got to give them work. It's as simple as
that. We have advanced, from the beginning
of this administration, a new approach, coordi-
nated in partnership here in Washington be-
tween the private and public sector and also
coordinated at the grassroots level, to focus on
a community investment strategy which would
empower people to determine their own future.
That’s what the empowerment zones and enter-
prise communities are all about, and that’s what
our efforts to strengthen the community invest-
ment act and to develop community develop-
ment banks are all about. And that’s what our
effort to pass a crime bill that would put another
100,000 police officers on the streets in grass-
roots communities are all about.

All these things are not about imposing Fed-
eral formulas on communities; they're about giv-
ing communities the right to define a future
for themselves and the resources to succeed.
That's what the strengthening of the Head Start
is all about. That’s why on April 15th, 15 million
working families will get a tax cut because their
incomes are modest and because we want them
to succeed as workers and as parents. That’s
what the earned-income tax credit is all about.

This empowerment zone initiative, therefore,
is a central part of a broadly coordinated strat-
egy. With business people in mind, the plan
seeks to make places more attractive for new

investment so that people can—Arland Smith
can fulfill their dreams. We built about $2.5
billion in tax incentives into this plan. They say
if you hire a new worker in this zone, you'll
get a tax break. If you retrain a worker who
lives in this zone, youll get a tax break. In
other words, the plan rewards people for results,
for reaching people in communities that pres-
ently are seeing disinvestment instead of new
investment.

It’'s much better than welfare, and it recog-
nizes that it doesn’t make any economic sense
for us to be trying to build new markets all
around the world when we have huge, un-
tapped, undeveloped markets right here at
home: millions and millions and millions of po-
tential consumers for American products and
services who cannot be part of the American
market because they, themselves, do not have
the education, the training, the jobs, and the
supports that they need. If we simply can apply
our international economic policy to south cen-
tral Los Angeles, Harlem, Milwaukee, Detroit,
you name it, the Mississippi Delta, south Texas,
we're going to do just fine in this country. We
should see the American people who have the
ability of this fine young man who just spoke
as an enormous asset that we are not tapping.
And we have no excuses now for not doing
it, because we know better, and we know it.
How many times did I give that speech during
the NAFTA debate? The only way a rich coun-
try grows richer is to find more people who
buy its products and services. In America we
have millions of people who don’t buy our prod-
ucts and services, because we have not invested
in them and their potential and created the con-
ditions in which they can succeed. So that is
what this is all about.

Nobody in our strategy gets something for
nothing. The rules for businesses that participate
are the same as for the rules of communities.
It tells everybody if you assume certain respon-
sibilities, if you make certain investments, if you
make certain commitments, there are rewards.
And it gives you all, again I would say, the
chance to develop the systems that work best
community by community.

Now, I have given a lot of thought, having
been a Governor and having tried to do this
on a State level with mixed results, to what
works and what doesn’t. When I became Gov-
ernor of my State for the second time in 1983,
we had an unemployment rate 3 percent higher
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than the national average. And the Mississippi
Delta was then and unfortunately still is the
poorest part of America. But I could take you
through towns in the eastern part of my State—
Mr. Nash, the Under Secretary of Agriculture,
and I went week after week, month after month,
year after year into town after town after town.
And we would go into a county and see 2 towns
10 miles from one another, the same income
makeup, the same racial makeup, the same edu-
cational makeup, and one would have an unem-
ployment rate 4 points lower than the other.
One would have a school in which there was
no white flight but instead coordinated, inte-
grated, high-quality education. And it was always
because of the leadership and the vision and
the discipline and a common concern for the
people who lived at the local level. They created
empowerment zones without even knowing what
the idea was or what it meant. So what we
have really argued over and over and over again
now for a year in Washington is what we could
do to set up a system that would accelerate
the creation of those success stories, so there
can be millions more Arland Smiths.

I asked the Vice President to head a new
Community Enterprise Board to try to come
up with that sort of system, to change the Fed-
eral relationship with America’s communities but
also to set in motion a process for American
communities which would require them to un-

dertake the discipline of examining where they
are, what theyre doing right and wrong, and
how to come up with strategies to succeed. I
am very proud of the work that they've done
so far.

And this occasion today in which we open
the applications for the empowerment zones, I
am absolutely convinced, will benefit every sin-
gle community in America that participates in
it whether they win the first round of zones
or not, because they will be able to see that
by doing the things that work, we can open
up opportunities for people to live up to the
fullest of their capacities.

Again, I want to thank Arland Smith for com-
ing here today and reminding us what is really
at stake and what can be done. I want to thank
the business leaders for being here today, be-
cause we can’t do this without you. You know
it, and we know. And his story is an example
of it. And I want to thank the Vice President
and everybody who has worked on the Commu-
nity Enterprise Board for an outstanding piece
of work which he will now describe.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 12:18 p.m. in the
East Room at the White House. In his remarks,
he referred to Arland Smith, a Youth Employment
Training Program graduate.

Remarks on the Observance of the Birthday of Martin Luther King, Jr.

January 17, 1994

Thank you very much. Thank you, Charles
DeBose, for that fine introduction and, even
more important, for the example that you have
set by your service. I can think of no more
significant tribute to the life and memory of
Dr. King than what you are doing and what
all the other young people who are involved
in community and national service are doing
throughout this country. I know a number of
them are behind me here on the stage, and
I want to thank them all.

Dr. Jenifer and Mrs. Jenifer, to Joyce Ladner
and all the distinguished people here at Howard,
I'm delighted to be back here again. I thank
and honor the presence of all the civil rights
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leaders who are in the audience; three members
of the Little Rock Nine, who helped to integrate
Little Rock Central High School in my home
State so many years ago; my good friend and
the distinguished journalist, Charlayne Hunter-
Gault; and members of my Cabinet here; presi-
dents of other universities here; and other dis-
tinguished American citizens, all of whom have
labored in the vineyard that produced Martin
Luther King.

I want to say a special word, too, if I might
at the outset, of appreciation for the fact that
Howard provided the moment for me to re-
member again that in all great debates there
should be some discord. When the president
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of the student body got up here, I thought to
myself, well, we do have a responsibility to seek
justice as we see it. And I was glad she was
here doing that.

It was a year ago on this day that I last
spoke at Howard, and I'm glad to be back on
this day. Only three American citizens, one from
each century of our history, are honored with
a holiday of national scope. Two were Presi-
dents, but the other never occupied any office,
except the most important in our democracy:
He was a citizen. George Washington helped
to create our Union, Abraham Lincoln gave his
life to preserve it, and Martin Luther King re-
deemed the moral purpose of our United States.
Each in his own way, each in his own time,
each three of these great Americans defined
what it means to be an American, what citizen-
ship requires, and what out Nation must be-
come.

Dr. King, his family, and those who joined
in his cause set in motion changes that will
forever reverberate across America, across the
lines of geography, class, and race. The people
who are here today, those whom I've mentioned
and those whom I did not, all of them reflect
that stunning fact. They endured beatings; they
risked death; they put their lives on the line.
They marched when they were tired; they went
to bed often without a place to sleep. They
made the word “American” mean something
unique because they, all of them, in a way were
trying to get us to live by what we said we
believed. For all of you who are very young
here today, many of you who were not even
born when Martin Luther King died, it may
seem to you that the struggle was a very long
time ago. But if you look around you, you can
see that the history of that struggle is still alive
today, still being written and still being made,
still waiting to be fully redeemed.

I'm glad to be here at Howard today, and
I'm glad that Howard and other historically
black institutions of higher education are rep-
resented here by satellite and that all of them
are working still to do what Martin Luther King
knew must first be done: to give an education
to all of our citizens without regard to their
race. Howard’s alumni alone include a Justice
of the United States Supreme Court, a United
States Senator, a Nobel laureate, the Mayor of
our Nation’s Capital, and at least, by my last
count, at least 17 people who occupy important
positions in my administration, including the

Secretary of Agriculture, Mike Espy, who is
here. For that, I say thank you.

It’s also fitting that Howard’s School of Inter-
national Study is expanding, ready to educate
a new generation of students about a rapidly
changing and ever more integrated world. Dr.
King would have been very pleased by that.
His last speech, delivered the night before he
was slain in Memphis, on April 3d, 1968, con-
tained a prophetic message of hope about the
world he saw evolving. He said he imagined
himself standing at the beginning of time with
a panoramic view of the whole of human history,
with God Almighty saying to him, “Martin Lu-
ther King, which age would you like to live
in?” He then considered all the momentous his-
tory that would beckon someone of his enor-
mous intellect and understanding, from the ear-
liest civilizations to the Renaissance to the
Emancipation Proclamation, but he said he
would have said to the Lord, “If you allow me
just to live a few years in the second half of
the 20th century, I will be happy.” He said,
“That’s a strange statement to make because
the world is all messed up, but something is
happening in the world. The masses are rising
up, and wherever they are assembled today, the
cry is always the same, ‘We want to be free.””

I think Dr. King would be gratified to see
freedom’s march today, gladdened to see what
happened last September 13th when Prime Min-
ister Rabin and Yasser Arafat shook hands and
signed the Israel-PLO accord, overflowing with
joy to see Nelson Mandela walk out of his jail
cell after 27 years, working with a white South
African President to set in motion genuine elec-
tions and then in good humor and with good
spirit campaigning against him to be the leader
of the country. This is an astonishing develop-
ment.

Freedom is moving in the world. This past
week, as all of you know, I traveled to Europe
to help support freedom’s rebirth there. I want
to tell you a little bit about that, because it
relates to what I want to say to you about what
we must do here at home. My highest duty
as our President is to keep our Nation secure.
And the heart of our security abroad lies in
our ties with Europe, in its past turmoils, its
future promise.

For decades our security depended upon pro-
tecting a divided Europe. Europe was the center
of two world wars which took more lives from
the face of the Earth in less time than any
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two events in history. After the Second World
War, Europe was divided, but war did not come
again, in part because we protected the people
on our side of the dividing line. But then the
Berlin Wall came crashing down. People rose
up and demanded their own freedom.

Now we have seen the collapse of the Berlin
Wall, the end of communism in Eastern Europe,
the collapse of the Soviet system itself, new
elections being held all over what was the Soviet
Union. Now, that is an astonishing thing. But
these new democracies remain fragile. They
offer us the hope of a peaceful future and new
trading partners, new prosperity, new opportuni-
ties to enrich our own lives by learning from
different cultures and ethnic groups. But they
are still threatened by the explosive mix of old
ethnic tensions and new economic hardships.

Russia has adopted a new democratic con-
stitution and elected a Parliament freely for the
first time to go with their popularly elected
President. But the reformers are embattled
there, as ordinary citizens struggle to understand
how they can come out ahead in an economy
which is still very hard for them and as they
listen at election times to people who are calling
them to an idyllic past that never existed, one
based on division instead of unity.

The nuclear weapons of the former Soviet
Union, too many of them are still there, remain-
ing a source of instability, of potential for acci-
dent, an invitation to terrorist diversion. We're
working as hard as we can to dismantle them,
and we’re making remarkable progress. But
they're still there.

We can't ignore these dangers to democracy.
The best way to keep Europe from ever falling
apart again, from dragging the young people
of this country to that continent to fight and
die again is to try to build for the first time
in all of history a Europe that is integrated,
integrated in a devotion to democracy, to free
economies, and to the proposition that all these
countries should respect one another’s borders.
That was the goal of my trip.

We made great strides. We offered—we in
the NATO alliance that kept the world safe after
World War II—we offered all these countries,
all of them, the chance to be part of a new
Partnership For Peace that does not divide Eu-
rope but unites it. We said, let’s turn our swords
into plowshares by planting together for our
common security. Let’s have a military exercise
in Germany with an American general, with
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Poles and Czechs and Russians standing side
by side and working together. Let’s say we're
going to write a whole new future for the world,
different from its past. That is our great hope,
and we made a good beginning.

We also sought to go country by country to
bolster the new democracies, to tell people,
look, there are always going to be problems
in democracy and always going to be conflict.
We just got a little of it today. [Laughter] 1
told them, I said, we've been at this for 200
years now, 200 years, and we didn’t even give
all of our citizens the right to vote until a gen-
eration ago. You've got to work at this. You've
got to work at this, and you cannot be discour-
aged, and you cannot give up. And so I pledged
to help the people who believe in democracy.
And democracy means more than one thing.
It means majority rule. It also means respect
for minority and individual human rights.

And we worked hard to try to build better
economic ties because America cannot prosper
unless the world economy grows. We cannot,
we cannot meet our obligations to the young
people in this audience today unless we say to
them, “If you work hard, you get an education,
and you do what is right, you will have a job
and an opportunity and a better life.” We cannot
do that. And to do that, we have to live in
a world where all of us are working together
to grow the economy. No rich country—and
with all of our poverty, we are still a very rich
country—none has succeeded in guaranteeing
jobs and incomes to its people unless you always
are finding more people to buy what you
produce, your goods and your services. So I
went to Europe because I think the trip will
help to create jobs for the young people in
this audience. And unless we can do that, our
efforts are doomed to failure.

And so we had a remarkable trip: to build
a more secure world; to build a more demo-
cratic world; to build a more economically pros-
perous world; to reduce the threat of nuclear
weapons; and yesterday, with my meeting with
the Syrian President in Switzerland, to try to
keep moving the most historically troubled area
of the world, the Middle East, toward a com-
prehensive peace.

But as I come home on this Martin Luther
King Day from a trip that fought for democracy
and economic progress and security, I have to
ask myself: How are we doing on these things
here at home? How are we doing on these
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things at home? If democracy is the involvement
of all of our people and if it is making strength
out of our diversity, if we want to say to the
people in the troubled areas of Europe, “Put
your ethnic hatreds behind you; take the dif-
ferences, the religious differences, the racial dif-
ferences, the ethnic differences of your people,
and make them a strength in a global economy,”
surely we must do the same here.

In the last year, we've worked hard on that.
Five of the members of my Cabinet are African-
Americans. Sixty-one percent of the Federal
judges I have appointed are either women or
members of different racial minority groups.
And they have also, I might add, been ac-
counted the most highly qualified group of Fed-
eral judges ever nominated by a President of
the United States.

In the last year, our economy has created
more jobs in the private sector than in the pre-
vious 4 years combined. Unemployment is
down; interest rates are down; investment is up.
Millions of middle class Americans have refi-
nanced their homes and started new businesses.
All this is helping us to move in the right direc-
tion.

We are working hard to protect rights fought
for and won. American workers should not fear
for their jobs because of discrimination. Under
the Labor Secretary, Bob Reich, the Depart-
ment of Labor’s Office of Federal Contract
Compliance has collected more than $34.5 mil-
lion in back pay and other financial remedies
for the victims of racial discrimination. That is
a big increase over the previous year. We have
filed a record number of housing discrimination
cases, a 35-percent increase over the previous
year. We are working to fight against discrimina-
tion in lending, because if people can’t borrow
money, they can’t start businesses and hire peo-
ple and create jobs.

Just last week, in a coordinated effort strongly
led by the HUD Secretary, Henry Cisneros, who
would have been here today but is on his way
to Los Angeles to deal with the aftermath of
the earthquake, we ended an ugly chapter in
discrimination in Vidor, Texas. Under the pro-
tection of Federal marshals, FBI agents, and
the police, and with the support of the decent
people who live there, a group of brave and
determined African-Americans integrated at last
Vidor’s public housing.

Today I pledge to you continued and aggres-
sive enforcement of the Fair Housing Act. In

a few moments I will sign an Executive order
that for the very first time puts the full weight
of the Federal Government behind efforts to
guarantee fair housing for everyone. We will
tolerate no violations of every American’s right
for that housing opportunity.

But my fellow Americans, the absence of dis-
crimination is not the same thing as the pres-
ence of opportunity. It is not the same thing
as having the security you need to build your
lives, your families, and your communities. So
I say to you, it is our duty to continue the
struggle that is not yet finished, to fight discrimi-
nation. We will, and we must. But it is not
the same thing as the presence of opportunity.

That is the struggle theyre dealing with in
Russia today, in the other former Communist
economies. They have the vote. It’s exhilarating.
But how long will it take for the vote to produce
the results that democratic citizens everywhere
want so that people will be rewarded for their
work and can raise their families to live up
to the fullest of their God-given abilities? That
is our job here.

That’s why this national service program is
so important and why I was elated that Mr.
DeBose was going to introduce me today, be-
cause national service is a part of our effort
to create opportunity by building communities
from the grassroots up and at the same time
to give young people the opportunity to pay
some of their costs of college education. And
it is a part of the work that the Secretary of
Education, who is here, has done to try to revo-
lutionize the whole way we finance college edu-
cation.

We know right now that 100 percent of the
people need not only to graduate from high
school but to have at least 2 years of education
after high school in the global economy. We
know it, but we’re not organized for it. And
so under the leadership of the Education Sec-
retary and the Labor Secretary, our administra-
tion is Working to set up a system to move
all young people from high school to 2 years
of further training while theyre in the work-
place, in the service, or in school. And we're
doing our dead level best to make sure that
the cost of a college education is never a deter-
rent to seizing it, by reorganizing the whole
student loan program. Last year the Congress
adopted our plan to reorganize the college loan
program, to lower the interest rates, string out
the repayments, require people to pay back as
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a percentage of the income they are earning
when they get out, not just based on how much
they borrow when theyre in school. No one
should ever refuse to go to college because of
its cost.

And earlier today, to give one more example
of what we mean by the presence of oppor-
tunity, on this Martin Luther King Day I met
with a group of business leaders and urged them
to become active partners in communities where
the need is greatest. We have learned time and
again now, ever since Martin Luther King lived
and died, that even when we have times of
great economic growth there are areas in the
inner cities and in rural America that are totally
left out of the economic progress that occurs.
We have learned that unless we can rebuild
our communities from the grassroots up, unless
we can rebuild the institutions of a community
in ways that support work and family and chil-
dren, that millions and millions of Americans
will be left out of the American dream.

And so today we announced our creation of
104 empowerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities that can make a difference, that will give
people at the grassroots level the power to edu-
cate and employ people who otherwise will be
lost, to themselves and to the rest of us, for
a generation. That is the sort of thing that Mar-
tin Luther King would want us to do, not just
to let discrimination go away but to create op-
portunity.

And finally, let me say that we will never
do this unless we create the ways and means
for people to choose a peaceful and wholesome
life. The most important experience I have had
as your President here at home, I think, in the
last several months was having the opportunity
to go to Memphis and to stand in the pulpit
where Dr. King gave his last address and speak
to 5,000 ministers of the Church of God in
Christ, many of whom are longtime personal
friends of mine, and say that Martin Luther
King did not live and die to give young people
the right to shoot each other on the street.

I come home thinking to myself: I am so
proud of the fact that I had the chance to be
President at a time when the United States was
leading an agreement with Russia, in Ukraine,
in Belarus, in Kazakhstan to dismantle weapons
of mass destruction; but we can’t get guns out
of our own schools. I'm proud of the fact that
we are pursuing an aggressive high-technology
policy, under the leadership of the Vice Presi-
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dent, that will help to turn this whole nation
into a giant high-tech neighborhood so we can
learn from one another and relate to each other;
but we can’t even make it safe for kids to walk
the streets of their own neighborhoods.

We would be asked, I think, by Martin Luther
King how come this is so. When Mr. DeBose
stood up and said everybody can be great be-
cause everybody can serve—Martin Luther
King’s greatest quote—I say to you today, we
have to ask ourselves what our personal respon-
sibility is to serve in this time. And when we
cannot explain these contradictions, then we
have to work through them. We may not have
all of the answers; none of us do. I cannot
expect you to have them; as President, I don’t
have them. But I know what the problems are,
and so do you. And we know there are some
things that will make a difference. And we have
an obligation to try in our time to make that
difference. There are too many questions we
cannot answer today.

Dr. King said, “Men hate each other because
they fear each other. They fear each other be-
cause they don’t know each other. They don't
know each other because they cant commu-
nicate with each other. They can’t communicate
with each other because they are separated from
each other.” We all need to think about this.
We've got a lot of walls still to tear down in
this country, a lot of divisions to overcome, and
we need to start with honest conversation, hon-
est outreach, and a clear understanding that
none of us has any place to hide. This is not
a problem of race; it is a problem of the Amer-
ican family. And we had better get about solving
it as a family.

Laws can help. That's why I wanted to pass
the Brady bill. That’s why I want to take these
assault weapons off the street. That’s why I want
to do a lot of other things that will help to
regulate how we deal with this craziness of vio-
lence on our streets. That's why I want more
police officers, not to catch criminals even as
much as to prevent crime. We know that com-
munity policing prevents crime if it’s done right.
Laws can help.

But Martin Luther King reminded us, too,
that laws can regulate behavior but not the
heart. And so I say to you, we must also seek
what Abraham Lincoln called “the better angels
of our nature.” And we all have a responsibility
there. When he spoke here at Howard, Martin
Luther King said the following things, and I
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thought about it today when I was looking at
Mr. DeBose up here introducing me, expressing
the pride in the service he rendered and how
it changed the minds and the hearts of the
people with whom and for whom he worked.
Dr. King said, “Human progress never rolls in
on wheels of inevitability. It comes through the
tireless effort and persistent work of dedicated
individuals who are willing to be coworkers with
God. And without this hard work, time itself
becomes an ally of the primitive forces of stag-
nation. And so we must help time, and we must
realize that the time is always right for one
to do right.” “Time is neutral,” he said. “Time
can either be used constructively or destruc-
tively.” All he asked from each of the rest of
us was to put in a tiny, little minute.

So, will we make Martin Luther King glad
or sad about the way we use our tiny, little
minutes? In any one minute in America today,
two aggravated assaults take place, six burglaries
occur, three violent crimes are committed, and
three times an hour, that violent act is a murder.
But think about it. Within the stand of the same
minute, two men from different worlds, like
Arafat and Rabin, can shake hands and set off
on a new road to peace. A leader can agree
that his country must give up the world’s third
largest nuclear arsenal. In one minute, people
can make an enormous positive difference: they
decide to keep a seat on a bus instead of move

to the back; they decide to show up for school
instead of be shunted away; they decide to sit
at a lunch counter even if they won't get to
eat that day; they decide to pursue an education
even if theyre not sure there’s a pot of gold
at the end of the rainbow; they work to keep
their neighborhoods safe just to create a tiny
little park where children can play without fear
again; they keep their families together when
it's so easy to let them fall apart; and, they
work to give a child the sense that he or she
is important and loved and worthy, with a fu-
ture.

When I think about it I'm often sad that
Martin Luther King had so few precious min-
utes on this Earth. Two days ago he would
have celebrated his 65th birthday, and the older
I get the younger I realize 65 is. [Laughter]
But you know, he did a lot with the time he
had, and I think we should try to do the same.

Thank you.

NotE: The President spoke at 2:20 p.m. in
Cramton Auditorium at Howard University. In his
remarks, he referred to Charles DeBose, Jr., na-
tional service intern, and university officials
Franklyn Jenifer, president, and Joyce Ladner,
vice president for academic affairs. The Executive
order and memorandum on fair housing are listed
in Appendix D at the end of this volume.

Remarks and an Exchange With Reporters on the Los Angeles Earthquake

January 17, 1994

The President. Good afternoon. As all of you
know, this morning at dawn a violent earthquake
struck southern California near Los Angeles. Be-
cause it occurred in a densely populated area,
it was an unusually destructive one. We have
all seen today on our own televisions the build-
ings that have collapsed, the freeways turned
into rubble. The power has been cut off and
gas mains have exploded and, most tragically,
many people have been injured and several lives
have already been lost.

Due to the damage caused by the earthquake,
I have, by signing the document that I will
sign at the end of this statement, declared these
areas of California to be a major disaster, there-

by authorizing the expenditures of funds nec-
essary for Federal disaster assistance that is re-
quested by Governor Wilson.

This program will include, among other
things, low-interest loans to replace homes and
businesses, cash grants where needed, housing
assistance, emergency unemployment assistance,
and funds to rebuild the highways, the schools,
and other infrastructure.

At my direction, the Director of FEMA,
James Lee Witt, is now on his way to California,
along with Secretary of Transportation Pena and
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
Cisneros. In addition, I have directed some sen-
ior White House staff to the scene as well. Our
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hearts and prayers go out to the people of
southern California. I spoke early this morning
with Mayor Riordan and then with Governor
Wilson and wished them well and pledged to
them that the United States Government would
do all that we possibly can to be helpful. They
were obviously appreciative and were glad that
James Lee Witt, as well as our Cabinet Secre-
taries, were on their way to the scene.

The people of southern California have been
through a lot recently with the fires. The econ-
omy of the State of California has suffered enor-
mous stresses in the last few years, and I think
all of us should be very sensitive to what they
are going through now. I know the rest of
America will offer them their thoughts and their
prayers tonight and will support our common
efforts to help them to recover from this tragedy
and to get on with the business of rebuilding
their lives.

The assistance here will be short-term to help
people get through the next few days, but there
will also be long-term work to be done, and
we expect to be involved as full partners in
that.

Again, let me say I wish the Mayor, the Gov-
ernor, the people of California well. We are
looking forward to working with them. I have
had the opportunity to speak with both Senator
Boxer and Senator Feinstein today, and I am
confident that everybody is doing everything
they can. I am going to be here basically waiting
for reports today and tomorrow as we assess
what our next steps should be. Let me sign
the document for disaster declaration, and then
I will answer a few questions.

[At this point, the President signed the declara-
tion. ]

Q. Mr. President, when you say that this will
be short-term assistance, any idea how much
money this is going to cost the Federal Govern-
ment in the short term as well as in the long
term? Will you be going back to Congress seek-
ing emergency assistance?

The President. 1 don’t know. We have got
to wait until we get some sense of how much
money is involved. The most expensive thing
I know about now would obviously be the three
freeways. And any of you who have ever—and
I guess all of you, certainly with me and prob-
ably on your own, have been on those freeways
in times of difficult traffic know how pivotal
that's going to be to restoring the economic
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capacity of the people of southern California.
They depend heavily on those freeways; and
then with that many, with three of them severely
damaged, I would imagine that would be the
most urgent and most expensive need that we
know about now. Now, of course, there may
be other things and I have to get a report.
Again, T expect to be getting reports on this
all through tomorrow.

Q. Mr. President, are you considering going
out there yourself to look at the damage?

The President. Yes. As you know, I went to
the flooded areas in the Middle West and I
went—I basically like to take a firsthand view
of these things, but I don’t want to be in the
way. When I go, I want to be a constructive
presence. And we've got Mr. Witt out there.
Weve got Secretary Cisneros and Secretary
Pena out there. We've got people from my staff
out there. I think it'’s important that I not go
out there and get in the way. So, I don’t know
when it would be appropriate for me to go.
I'm going to wait until I get some feedback
from the folks on the ground there. They've
got enough of a traffic jam with those three
interstates messed up as it is.

Q. Mr. President, what went through your
mind this morning when you first were told
about this earthquake? We understand you
called your brother right away.

The President. Well, the first thing, I guess
I was a citizen first. The first thing I did was
pick up the phone and call my brother, because
I knew that he lived very close to the epicenter
of the earthquake. And I called him probably
at 5:15 a.m. their time, so it was maybe 35
minutes or 40 minutes after the earthquake had
occurred. He was fine. He said they'd suffered
some significant disruption in movement there
in his apartment, but they didn’t have any sig-
nificant loss. So I felt good about that.

And then I tried to get another report, and
then I started calling folks in California in a
more official capacity. But, of course, like all
of you, I was able to watch it all unfold on
television. It was really something.

Q. Mr. President, do you anticipate a need
to activate Federal troops

The President. If we need to do it, we can.
We are organized to do it. But again, I want
to wait until I get a report back from Mr. Witt
after he talks to the Mayor and the Governor
and others involved out there. We've had a pret-
ty good record of—you know, we’ve had experi-
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ence working with the folks in that area. Iron-
ically, you know, we've got some sites that were
made available for emergency aid during the
fires that could still be activated rather quickly.
I mean, our folks are in place there and the
contingencies that they need to think through,
I think, have pretty well been thought through.

So, we should be able to give you a much better
report tomorrow sometime.
Thank you.

NotE: The President spoke at 5:07 p.m. in the
Oval Office at the White House.

Letter to Federal Emergency Management Agency Director James L. Witt

on Disaster Assistance for California
January 17, 1994

Dear Mr. Witt:

I have determined that the damage in certain
areas of the State of California, resulting from
an earthquake and aftershocks on January 17,
1994, and continuing, is of sufficient severity
and magnitude to warrant a major disaster dec-
laration under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (“the Staf-
ford Act”). I, therefore, declare that such a
major disaster exists in the State of California.

In order to provide Federal assistance, you
are hereby authorized to allocate from funds
available for these purposes, such amounts as
you find necessary for Federal disaster assistance
and administrative expenses.

You are authorized to provide Individual As-
sistance and Public Assistance in the designated
areas. Consistent with the requirement that Fed-
eral assistance be supplemental, any Federal
funds provided under the Stafford Act for Public
Assistance will be limited to 75 percent of the
total eligible costs except for direct Federal as-
sistance costs for emergency work authorized
at 100 percent Federal funding for the first 72
hours.

Sincerely,

BiLL CLINTON
NoOTE: This letter was made available by the Of-

fice of the Press Secretary but was not issued as
a White House press release.

Letter on Withdrawal of the Nomination of Admiral Bobby R. Inman

To Be Secretary of Defense
January 18, 1994

Dear Admiral Inman:

It is with regret that I accept your request
that I not submit your nomination as Secretary
of Defense. While I understand the personal
considerations that have led you to this decision,
I am nevertheless saddened that our Nation will
be denied your service.

I wish you the very best as you continue
to work on your many important endeavors as
a private citizen.

Very truly yours,

BiLL CLINTON

NoTE: The White House also made available Ad-
miral Inman’s letter requesting that his nomina-
tion be withdrawn.
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Remarks in a Roundtable Discussion on the Los Angeles Earthquake in

Burbank, California
January 19, 1994

The President. Thank you very much. Thank
you very much, Mayor.

Ladies and gentlemen, first let me say that
I always learn something when I come to south-
ern California. Very often in the last 2 years
I have come here when things were difficult
for people, and I always walk away utterly aston-
ished.

I would like to say two things by way of
introduction. First, on behalf of all the people
on our Federal team, we want to thank the
mayor and the members of the city council and
city government, the Governor and the State
legislators, Senator Boxer, Senator Feinstein, the
Members of the United States Congress, the
members of the county government, people I
have already met with here today. The sense
of teamwork here has been truly extraordinary.
And T appreciate all of you doing that so much.

When I became President, one of the things
I most wanted to do was to give the American
people a high level of confidence that their Gov-
ernment at least would work in basic ways and
that they could trust us at least to do the basic
human things right without regard to party, phi-
losophy, whatever fights we were having over
economic policy or anything else in the world,
that when the chips were down, the basic things
that people were entitled to have that done by
their National Government, they would feel that.
And I suppose there’s no more important area
than in an emergency for people to have that
kind of feeling.

The second thing I want to say is, I never
cease to be amazed by the energy and the opti-
mism, the courage and the constant good humor
of so many millions of people in this State
against all odds. And I walked the crowds today,
through these crowds. I saw public workers that
haven’t slept more than 2 or 3 hours in 3 days,
working on the roads, the water lines, the gas
lines. We saw countless numbers of people who
had lost their homes, who didn’t know when
they were going to be able to go back to work.
We saw children asking us to help get their
schools fixed so they could go back to school.
I met a man who had saved three homes in
his neighborhood, along with a team of firemen.
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I met a woman who had lost her home—this
is unbelievable—lost her home, who said to me,
“You know, I lost my home, and I'm really
grateful you folks are coming here to help, but
when you go to that meeting this afternoon,
I hope you'll just ask everybody to do the right
thing.” She said, “Ask people not to overcharge
us for water. But ask all the people who are
hurt not to take advantage of FEMA.” She said,
“You know, somebody in the rest of this country
might get in trouble later this year. And I lost
my home, but were going to do some of this
ourselves. And I heard some people who were
asking for reimbursement for things that were
already broken in their homes.” And she said,
“We just all ought to do the right thing, and
we'll come out okay.” And so I say to all of
you who are elected, you've got a lot to be
proud of just in the people that you represent.

The mayor has already mentioned all the peo-
ple in the Federal team who came out here,
but I would like to thank them. FEMA Director
James Lee Witt and Secretary Cisneros, Sec-
retary Pena, the Federal Highway Administrator
Rodney Slater, the Deputy Secretary of Com-
merce David Barram, John Emerson, from my
staff, came out here early. All told, we've had
about 1,500 Federal personnel in California,
Washington, and at the teleregistration center
in Denton, Texas, working on this. And as I
said, it’s really been a joy to work with the
local and the State officials. I think we're all
about to get the hang of working with each
other, but we hope we don’t have another
chance to do it very soon.

As you know, I was asked to declare a disaster
declaration on the day that the earthquake oc-
curred, and I did that. And we'll be talking
later in this meeting about the whole range of
Federal services that are available and about
the disaster assistance centers that FEMA will
set up and how people can access them. I ask
all of you who are Federal officials and State
officials and county officials and local officials
to help us with this.

I looked at those people today, and a lot
of those folks are not used to fooling with the
Government for anything. Theyre not used to
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asking for help, theyre not—they can’t be
charged with the knowledge of what is in a
FEMA program or in an SBA program or some
other agency program. We're going to do our
very best to make it easy and accessible for
them. And theyll talk more about that in a
minute. But you can help us a lot, Mayor, all
of you can help us a lot by simply telling us
if it’s reaching people. And when this is all over,
Leon Panetta and I have to go back to Wash-
ington and figure out how to pay for it—[laugh-
ter]—and that’s our job. But it won’t work un-
less it actually works.

When I was walking up and down those lines
today looking at those folks, I thought most of
these people are just good hard-working people
trying to do the right thing. And it never oc-
curred to them that they would ever have to
figure out how to work their way through a
maze of any sort of Federal program, whatever.
So one of the things that all of you can do
to help us is to be good intermediaries, and
if it's not working to let us know. If we need
to be some place we’re not, let us know. And
that’s, I think, very, very important.

The other point I want to make is that we’ll
be talking a lot about emergency aid today, but
we recognize that it’s going to take a good while
to finish this work. When I was out at the place
where the highway broke down, one of many,
I asked how long it would take to fix it. And
the highway engineer said, “Oh, probably about
a year.” And I said, “Well, what do you have
to do to fix it in less time?” It's not just a
question of money, it’s also a question of organi-
zation. We'll talk more about that today.

I want to make three specific announcements
today, but to make this point: This is a national
problem, and we have a national responsibility
and we will be in it for the long run. This
is not something where all of us from the Fed-
eral Government just showed up while this is
an issue in the headlines, gripping the hearts
and emotions of all your countrymen and
women who feel for you all the way to the
tip of northern Maine and the tip of southern
Florida. This is something we intend to stay
with until the job is over.

And in that connection, I have been author-
ized to say that today the Small Business Admin-
istration will be releasing enough money to sup-
port about $240 million in new low-interest
loans to people who qualify for them. We will
release $45 million in new funds from the De-

partment of Transportation to support the begin-
ning of all the cleanup and the beginning of
the repair movement. You know there’s a lot
of, unfortunately, a lot of destruction now that
has to be done on those roads before the con-
struction can start. So that will accelerate that
process.

And the third thing I want to say is that
as soon as we get good cost estimates, and the
Governor and the mayor have given us some
today, but as soon as we get good cost estimates
on what the losses are and what kinds of things
fall within the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment, we will then see how much money
we now have already appropriated for disasters.
And then, along with your congressional delega-
tion, I expect to ask the Congress for an emer-
gency supplemental appropriation for California
as soon as the Congress returns on January 25th.
And T believe the Congress will do the right
thing. And I want to tell you that this is some-
thing I think the California delegation will be
absolutely united on. And we've already had the
conversations with them. I'm grateful that so
many members of the delegation are here today.

Let me just say one final thing. I have been
asked also by several people, by the mayor, the
Governor, the Senators among others today,
about the matching requirement. Generally, in
any emergency there’s a 25-percent match re-
quirement which the Federal Government can
waive—can be waived so that the match require-
ment goes down to 10 percent for State and
local contribution to disaster assistance. I wish
I could just come here today and tell you that
I could waive that. We waived it in the Midwest
flood, when we had the floods earlier this year.
We had a 500-year flood, the worst flood that
we hope it only comes along every 500 years.
I think you have a very strong case for waiver,
but before we can approve it, under the law
we have to have a realistic assessment of what
the costs are, because the criteria established
by Congress for waiver is that the burdens on
the State and local resources will be too great
to reasonably bear, given the other problems.
Now, if you look at the economic problems that
California and southern California have had
alone in the last 4 years, I don’t think it will
be too difficult for you to make that case. But
it is not legally possible for me to say until
I see the numbers and the arguments. So you
have to make the case; we will work with you
to help you make that case. But that's a commit-
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ment I can’t make today until we see the evi-
dence under the law.

We will proceed with the emergency supple-
mental. And I'd like to spend the rest of the
meeting just sort of listening to what’s going
on, what the problems are, because when I
leave here today, I want to have a clear sense
that we have our act together and that when
we go back to Washington we’ll be able to do
our part there while you're doing your part here.

And the last point I want to make, again,
is that we have no intention, none, of letting
this be a short-term thing. We will stay with
you until this job is finished. Thank you very

much.

[At this point, Gov. Pete Wilson, Senator Dianne
Feinstein, and Senator Barbara Boxer thanked
the administration and discussed efforts to assist
victims and repair damage. Los Angeles Mayor
Richard Riordan outlined areas of concern, and
Dick Andrews, director of the office of State
emergency services, discussed the response ef-
forts of Federal, State, and local governments.
James Lee Witt, Director of FEMA, explained
how disaster assistance centers provide tem-
porary housing and financial assistance to vic-
tims. Mayor Riordan then invited the President
to comment. |

The President. Well, I would like to ask just—
I think the audience would like to know, and
I know Dick’s going to announce later where
they are, because the local folks have decided
where the disaster assistance centers should be
sited, but how many will there be? And we
talked earlier about whether there will be a mo-
bile center, too, to go to the people who may
have lost their cars, for example, in the earth-
quake. And how long will it take people to get
checks for their personal needs, those that lost
all sources of income and have to have some
money just to live, how long will it take before
those checks will actually be in their hands after

they apply?

[Mr. Andrews discussed the opening of addi-
tional disaster assistance centers to handle the
large volume of applicants, as well as mobile
centers that would travel around the area to
assist in the application process. Director Witt
stated that applicants would receive assistance
checks more quickly than in previous years, due
to improvements in the process.]
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The President. Maybe I should wait on this,
but I don’t know when the appropriate time
is. When I was working the crowds today, a
lot of children asked me about the schools. Ap-
parently there are a whole lot of schools that
are affected, and the kids are out of school.
How long will it take to get any assistance to
them, and how does that work?

[Sidney Thompson, superintendent of schools,
Los Angeles Unified School District, discussed
conditions in southern California schools and ef-
forts to reopen them. Shirley Mattingly, head
of emergency services for Los Angeles, stated
that Federal, State, and local governments will
continue to work together. Dan Waters, head
of the department of water and power, discussed
efforts to restore water and power. Los Angeles
County Supervisor Mike Antonovich detailed the
damage in the Santa Clara Valley, and Rep-
resentative Elton Gallegly addressed the damage
in Ventura County and requested that the area
be declared a disaster. Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development Henry Cisneros discussed
solutions for providing temporary and perma-
nent housing to victims. Representative Esteban
Edward Torres asked about fact sheets in lan-
guages other than English. Mayor Judy Abdo
of Santa Monica expressed concern that her
heavily damaged city would not receive adequate
Sfunding, and Secretary Cisneros assured her that
Sunds would be distributed based on the extent
of damage.]

The President. 1 just want to echo that, if
I might. I just asked Mr. Panetta to come down
here to talk about it. Right now, all we can
do is put out this emergency relief and programs
that already exist; that is, until Congress acts,
that's all we can do. So youll get something
now, and if it turns out to be inadequate, then
when we put the supplemental appropriation to-
gether, it will be based on a showing of need
by community. It will be irrespective of size
or allocation or anything else. So when that pro-
gram goes through, all you have to do is make
sure that we got the right evidence, and then
we’ll be able to proceed on that basis.

[Councilwoman Jackie Goldberg of Hollywood
discussed the lack of storage facilities and hous-
ing in her district. Jackie Tatum, president,
recreation and parks commission of Los Angeles,
and Gary Squires, general manager, Los Angeles
housing department, offered their cooperation in
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providing temporary and permanent housing to
victims. Yvonne Burke, head of the county board
of supervisors, commented on mutual aid and
the coordinated efforts of various government
agencies. Vicki Howard, chair of the Ventura
County board of supervisors, requested two dis-
aster assistance centers in her county. OMB Di-
rector Leon Panetta assured participants that
the Government has sufficient funds to provide
immediate assistance. Chief of Police Willie Wil-
liams and Sheriff Sherman Block addressed pub-
lic safety concerns. Kathleen Brown, State treas-
urer, discussed the damage to public buildings
and offered her cooperation in financing the re-
pair of buildings and Dbridges. Secretary of
Transportation Federico Pena commented on ef-
forts to repair the transportation system, and
State Senator Diane Watson requested that heli-
copters be supplied to transport patients to less
crowded hospitals. Small Business Administrator
Erskine Bowles discussed programs to provide
loans to victims. John Garamendi, State insur-
ance commissioner, requested the Federal Gov-
ernment’s help in rebuilding homes and busi-
nesses and suggested a national disaster insur-
ance program. Mayor Riordan then invited the
President to respond.]

The President. Well first, Mayor, let me thank
you for hosting the meeting and for inviting
me out. I was sitting—I actually got quite a
number of good ideas today. I'm not sure the
best idea didnt come from Art Torres when
he said we needed to give every elected official
a fact sheet on all these programs in all the
appropriate languages, because then all of you
can go out and strengthen your own position
by making sure that it works. And I think that’s
important; that’s a great idea.

The second thing I'd like to do is just thank
you for the kind words you said about all the
people that are here that came from the Federal
Government. As I was looking there, from my
Federal Highway Administrator Mr. Slater to
my Budget Director Mr. Panetta to James Lee
Witt to Secretary Pena, Secretary Cisneros, Mr.
Bowles, and down to David on the end, starting
with David Barram and looking around the
other table, these people have something very
unusual in Federal officials, they actually had
years of experience in the fields in which they're
working before 1 appointed them to the jobs
that they hold. It makes a huge difference, and

I hope it turns out to be a precedent in the
future.

Let me just say one other thing. Every month
when the economic reports come in at the
White House and I see that interest rates are
down, investments up, home mortgage delin-
quencies were at a 19-year low the month be-
fore last, and all these jobs have been created
in the country, I ask everybody the same ques-
tion: When is this going to start affecting Cali-
fornia? And the thing that worried me most
about the earthquake, beyond the terrible
human tragedies involved, was the prospect that
this might delay what we were beginning to
see, which is the economic recovery beginning
to take hold in California.

Now, one of three things can happen now:
This earthquake can make your situation worse,
it can have no impact, or it can actually make
it better. And youre going to have to decide.
We have a couple of responsibilities in that re-
gard at the national level. The first thing we've
got to do is to get this money out in a hurry.

We'll work with you on that, both the emer-
gency money and that which comes in the sup-
plemental. That will have a positive economic
impact which at least will partially offset the
negative things which have occurred in the short
run.

The second thing we have to do is to make
sure that structurally nothing happens. For ex-
ample, 1 thought what Senator Watson said
about looking at the different road routes was
an interesting thing. You have got to figure out
how to make sure you don't lose a single job
on this. And as Rodney Slater pointed out to
me earlier, you also ship a lot of produce and
other products out of California on the high-
ways. And we can’t help that. And you can’t
do that by mass transit. Theyre still going to
have to get on a truck and go. So you have
to figure that out. And whatever we're supposed
to do to help you do that, we've got to do.

The third thing I want to say is we will do
whatever we can that is legally possible, working
with Chairman Panetta here, to accelerate the
funds and to reduce the bureaucratic burdens
of moving on this highway construction. But I
would urge you, as we talked at the site today,
to consider things like 7-day work weeks, 24-
hour-a-day construction where the neighbors will
permit it, things that will actually put more peo-
ple from southern California to work. If you
build these roads quicker than you normally
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would, you will by definition have to hire more
people than you normally would in a short pe-
riod of time, which could actually give you a
little bit of economic boost when you des-
perately need it. So we will try to help you,

Interview With Larry King
January 20, 1994

First Year in Office

Larry King. And thank you very much for
joining us. We'll, of course, be including your
phone calls. The phones will flash on the screen.

What a year. Biggest surprise?

The President. Tt was a little tougher to
change things than I thought it would be. There
was in this city a culture that I knew existed
that tended to sometimes major in the minor
and minor in the major, as you know. But I
still found that if we stayed after it we could
make change. It just turned out to be harder
than I thought it would be.

Mr. King. Adjustment tough? This is not Gov-
ernor, right?

The President. No. It wasn't tough to adjust
to the job. I like the job. But it’s a very different
life. And I was very concerned about how it
would affect my family. Hillary and I wanted
to—we had a good life before, a good family
life, good work life. And we were very con-
cerned about Chelsea, who loved her school,
her activities, her friends at home. But I'm
proud of the transition she’s made. And over
the holidays when we were sort of reminiscing,
we were most proud, I think, that our daughter
had adjusted to her new school, made worlds
of good friends, and has her ballet and other
things.

Mr. King. The saddest day had to be the
loss of your mother

The President. Yes.

Mr. King. and no time to really grieve,
right?

The President. She was real important to me.
I loved her a lot. And the night she died she
called me. We had a wonderful talk. And then
I went home, and we put the funeral together.
And then I went to Europe, and I came back,
took a physical, and then went to California.
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but I want you to come up with a plan to
tell us how you want to do it.
Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President spoke at 1:30 p.m. at the
Hollywood-Burbank Airport.

Mr. King. So you've had no time to grieve.

The President. No real time, no. You remem-
ber when she called on your show?

Mr. King. You were in Ocala.

The President. We were in Ocala, Florida,
and you set me up.

Mr. King. And you said, “Where are you?”

The President. My mother called me from
Vegas.

Mr. King. Vegas, where else?

The President. Last trip she took, you know,
which is what she should have done.

Mr. King. 1 saw some people who were with
her the night before she died. You would have
never known she was ill. She was all right.

That had to be the worst; what was the best
day of this year? And then we’ll discuss a whole
bunch of things and take calls. What was your
best day?

The President. Well, I think my best personal
day was Christmas because we had our families
here. And it’s a family holiday. It's always very
important to me. Hillary loves it. Chelsea loves
it. And we had Mother here and her husband,
Dick, and my brother and Hillary’s family. It
was good.

Mr. King. Best political day?

The President. Best political day, that’s tough.
Probably the passage of the economic plan, be-
cause it made possible all the other things, the
victory of NAFTA, the GATT agreement, the
passage of family leave, national service, all the
other things. If the economic plan hadn’t hap-
pened, we couldn’t have turned the economy
around, and we couldn’t have had all those other
successes in Congress.

Los Angeles Earthquake

Mr. King. Let’s run down some things real
current. You're just back from L.A. Apparently
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it’s going to rain there this weekend. Are they
going to have tents outside for those people?

The President. Theyre working on that.
They're also working on whether we can get
some more trailers in and other things.

Mr. King. What was that like to go there?
I mean, we were there for it

The President. You were there when it hap-
pened, so you know better even than I. But
I must tell you, standing on those pieces of
broken interstate highway and to realize that
happened in a matter of seconds, that massive—
tons and tons of concrete moved, and then, of
course, seeing all the homes ruined and busi-
nesses cracked open, it was an amazing thing.

Mr. King. What's a President’s role there?

The President. Well, 1 think the first and most
important role is to assure that the federal emer-
gency management program is working, that
we're getting the emergency help to people they
need, the food, the shelter, and the money in
some cases, people have lost everything; sec-
ondly, that we put in motion the rebuilding
process to get housing to people and to deal
with the longer term needs; and thirdly, that
in the case of Los Angeles, that we start rebuild-
ing those highways as quickly as possible. You
know, it’s a highway-driven place, southern Cali-
fornia. We're finally beginning to get the econ-
omy turned around out there, finally, and then
this happens. So we’ve got to do this in a way
that doesn’t upset the economy.

Mr. King. There are some, as you know,
among us in America who will say, “Well, it’s
their problem. They chose to live in that area.
That’s an area where earthquakes occur. Why
should Des Moines pay?”

The President. Well, because California paid
for Des Moines when we had that awful flood.
Americans are normally at their best in times
of grave natural disaster. And I must say, after
all the people in California have been through—
they had the riots, and then they had the fires,
and theyve had all the losses of jobs because
of the defense cutbacks and the national reces-
sion—to have this put on them. And yet I met
so many brave people. I met a women who
said, “You know, I lost my house, but I'd like
to say I hope nobody will take advantage of
the Federal Government. Don't apply for aid
you don’t deserve. Don’t ask for something you
don’t need. Somebody else may need this later
in the year.” That's the kind of spirit you get.

And I would hope that the people of America
would want to help those folks who through
no fault of their own were really dislocated.
I also would tell you when there is a severe
economic disruption, whether it was the Middle
West because of the horrible floods in the Mis-
sissippi River Valley and the adjoining rivers or
now southern California in the case of this
earthquake, it hurts the whole rest of the Amer-
ican economy. So we've got to be family in
emergencies. And I think that’s what America
wants to do.

Administration Nominations

Mr. King. All right, switching gears. What do
you make of the Bobby Inman story? What hap-
pened there—Safire, Dole, that explanation?

The President. 1 don’t know. You may know
as much about that as anybody. All I can tell
you is that I accept his statement. He made
a decision. I don’t think we should lose sight
of the fact that he was a four-star admiral. He
gave 30 years of service to his country. He was
confirmed by the United States Senate four
times. I just

Mr. King. You think maybe he really didn’t
want the job?

The President. Down deep inside, I think
maybe he wasn’t sure he wanted to go back.
There are a lot of people—I had a Cabinet
member tell me the other day that if he had
to do it all over again, he wasn’t sure he would
go into public service today because

Mr. King. Because?

The President. it’s just too brutal, what
you're put through. That’s what he said.

Mr. King. Are there days you think that?

The President. Not for me, no.

Mr. King. You like it too much?

The President. 1 like it. But the only thing
I've ever cared about on that is my family. You
know, when Hillary or Chelsea get hurt or when
my mother was hurt by something that was said
or done, that really bothered me, especially for
Hillary and Chelsea. They really didn’t sign on
for all that. But for me, I figure, if you look
around the Western world and you look at the
recent history of the United States, if you sign
on for a political career in the latter half of
the 20th century, you just have to expect a level
of that that didn’t exist before.

Mr. King. Goes with the territory?

The President. Yes. And so I always say, if
you want to get into this business, you need
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to know who are, what you believe in, and
where you stand with what you believe because
you can’t let yourself be defined by what hap-
pens outside.

Mr. King. The reports today are that it was
offered to Sam Nunn and he declined. True?

The President. Well, T can’t discuss that, oth-
erwise I would have to deal with all the other
personalities I've considered, and so I don’t want
to discuss personalities.

Mr. King. Would you say he would be on
the list?

The President. 1 will say this—that he would
be a great Secretary of Defense, but he’s got
an awfully influential position now. We've been
friends a long time. But let me just say this:
I'm going to proceed in a deliberate but fairly
quick way to name a Secretary of Defense, and
then T'll talk about the process.

Mr. King. Is it a short list? Yes? Why in
this year did we have so many appointment
problems?

The President. First of all, I think most of
it was because the rules changed on the house-
hold help issue. That had never been an issue
before. And all of a sudden it was a big issue,
and the press was pillorying people that had
the problem. And it was a problem. And so
we had to get that worked out. I don’t think
it will ever happen again now because now there
are fairly clear rules: if you've had this problem
but you pay your taxes and then now you won't
be—so that was the first big problem.

The second thing was that people’s writings
became an issue for jobs other than the Su-
preme Court. That is, Judge Bork’s writings
were an issue but that's because the Supreme
Court got to read, interpret the Constitution,
and it was a lifetime job. The Senators and
others decided this year that they’d make that
an issue for everybody for confirmation, which
I think is a questionable standard, but it did.

Mr. King. Youre talking about Lani Guinier
and.

The President. Yes. And one or two others
that became an issue even though we got a
couple through. So I think that these standards
are always being raised and heightened. And
I think, frankly, the process takes too long now.
I talked to several Republicans and Democrats
who have no particular axe to grind now who
think maybe it’s time to have a bipartisan look
at this whole appointments process. It’s entirely
too—it takes too long to get somebody con-
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firmed. It’s too bureaucratic. You have two and
three levels of investigation. I think it’s exces-
sive.

Civil Rights

Mr. King. In that area, are we going to get
a Deputy Attorney General for Civil Rights?

The President. Well, I certainly expect one
soon. The civil rights bar basically was heavily
involved in the nomination of the last candidate
who withdrew. And the Attorney General is
working hard on it. And basically I've given her
my proxy on the thing, “Just work with them.
Work with people who are committed to having
a strong civil rights enforcement.”

Interestingly enough, last year just when the
Attorney General herself was in office and we
didn’t have a full-time director of the division,
civil rights enforcement was way up at record
levels in many areas. So we've got a good
record, but I think it's important to have some-
body in there who’s good.

Mr. King. So youre giving Janet Reno a proxy
meeting—if she comes to you tomorrow and
says it’s “Joe Jones™

The President. This is the person I'd like to
nominate, unless there’s some reason that I
shouldn’t, something I know that she doesn’t
know, then I will be strongly inclined to go
with her judgment.

Mr. King. Of course, in your popularity rat-
ings, which, congratulations, keep going up—
went up today—you scored the highest in the
area of race relations. Does that surprise you?

The President. No. I think the American peo-
ple know how much I care about it. It's been
a part of me ever since I was a little child.
It was a big part of my work as Governor. And
I think the American people know that I'm com-
mitted to both equality and excellence, that I
want people without regard to their race to have
a shot at the brass ring in America. And I think
also the American people know that we can’t
solve the other problems, the crime, the vio-
lence, the family breakdown, all these other
things, unless we reach across the racial divides.
We just can’t do it. We're not going to make
it if we don’t.

Attorney General Janet Reno

Mr. King. About Ms. Reno—we keep read-
ing—she goes up and down, and again these
are pundits who say this. Where does Janet
Reno stand tonight, one year in?
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The President. 1 think she’s terrific. 1 told
her when she was hot as a firecracker, you
know, with the public and with the press when
she got here, and I was joking with her once,
I said, “You know, Janet, you go up and you
go down in this business, and if you stay out
there long enough, you'll take a few licks.” And
she’s taken a few licks, but she has an enormous
feel for simple justice, which is what I think
people want in the Attorney General. She’s got
a steel backbone, and she understands what real-
ly works. She, like all the rest of us—none of
us are perfect; we all make mistakes. But boy,
she goes to work every day and really tries to
do what’s right for ordinary Americans.

Mr. King. So she’s staying?

The President. If it’s up to me, she is. I think
she’s done a fine job.

Secretary of State Warren Christopher

Mr. King. Rumors are part of this scheme.
Warren Christopher, is he in strong?

The President. 1 think he’s done a good job.
And T think if you look at this last trip we
took to Europe, and you look at the work that
he has done, along with others in the national
security and foreign policy team, the United
States was very well received in Europe on this
trip. They know that were trying to unify Eu-
rope for the first time in history. Never in the
whole history of Europe has it not been divided.
The divisions of Europe caused these two awful
World Wars in this century, caused the cold
war. We've got a chance to unite it. We may
not make it, but we've got a chance to unite
it.

Mr. King. And he’s the right man in

The President. And he has worked hard on
that, that's right. And I think he’s really done
a good job with the Middle East peace. He’s
managed this process. He’s been to the Middle
East a lot. And he’s got good strong support
at the State Department. So I think he’s done
a good job.
President Boris Yeltsin of Russia

Mr. King. What do you make of Mr. Yeltsin’s
grip there—strong? On a scale of 10, where
would you rate it?

The President. 1 think he’s got a strong grip
because he’s got a 4-year term and a constitution
which gives him more power, for example, than
I have here, just pure legal power. I think that
in the last election, a lot of people who are

not friendly to some of his policies did very
well, partly because the reformers didn’t cam-
paign as one group and didn’t do a very good
job in the mass media and all that sort of stuff,
partly because the average Russian’s having a
tough time now. One of the things that I did
when I was in Russia, and you know, through
that town meeting—kind of like we do—and
let people ask me questions, and I tried to es-
tablish some link between them and these proc-
esses of reform that are sweeping the world.
Because times are tough for them now. And
I think anytime times are tough—and keep in
mind, they've just been a democracy a little
while. We've been at this 200 years. And we
kind of feel haywire from time to time, and
we've been working at it for two centuries. They
just got started. And so they elected some pretty
extremist people and some people that are call-
ing them to a past that is romanticized. And
I think he’s going to have a challenging time.
But I think if they—he’s a very tough guy. He
believes in democracy. He’s on the right side
of history. And I think he will continue to listen
and learn and work, and I think he’ll do

Mr. King. On the first anniversary of his Pres-
idency, a special edition of “Larry King Live”
with President Bill Clinton. Some more talks
and questions from me, and then he’ll take your
calls. Don’t go away.

[At this point, the network took a commercial

break.]

Natural Disasters

Mr. King. We're back to this talk with the
President on this one-year anniversary. You will
notice that the White House is not as brightly
lit as it is normally lit. The lights are a little
dim. That’s because we are in a winter—terrible
situation here in—you can’t—you have a lot of
power, but you cant do anything about ice
storms. You can’t do anything about zero de-
grees.

The President. That's right. We haven’t been
asked to do as much as we were for the earth-
quake or the flood for that matter.

Mr. King. More people have died in the
Northeast

The President. That's right. It's a 100-year
cold in a lot of these places. We have, first
of all, tried to cut down on the Federal Govern-
ment’s power usage. We shut it down yesterday,
shut it down today, and we’re going to open
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late tomorrow and try to keep our power usage
down so that we can give the power to people
in their homes. Secondly, the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development Cisneros antici-
pating this, gave out all of our homeless money
early, so that all the State and local governments
all around here have got as much money as
we can possibly give them to take care of home-
lessness and to try

Mr. King. Anticipating a tough winter?

The President. Yes, just try—on the event that
it happened, we just wanted to get everybody
off the streets as much as we can. And we're
going to be looking for whatever else we can
do now. There may be some other problems
in the next couple of days. We're praying and
hoping it will get warmer.

Mr. King. Nature humbles all of us. Humble
you, too?

The President. Absolutely. 1 was looking at
that interstate cracked open and those houses
ruined in Los Angeles yesterday, and I just re-
mind you that we’re not in full control

Mr. King. A President brings hope to that,
doesn’t he?

The President. 1 think so.

Mr. King. And there’s a symbolic

The President. Oh, absolutely. Yesterday I
could see—thousands of people came out to
see me yesterday, to see the President, not Bill
Clinton, the President. And I could see their
energy, their hope. And I have two jobs: One
is to rally them by doing my job, and the other
is doing my job. James Lee Witt, who runs
the emergency management of this country is
doing a wonderful job, and we work at that
hard. And we owe that to those people.

Whitewater Development Corp.

Mr. King. More things current, Special Coun-
sel Robert Fiske appointed today by Janet Reno,
was that solely her appointment?

The President. Oh, absolutely. I didn’t know
anything about it.

Mr. King. Do you know Mr. Fiske?

The President. No.

Mr. King. Going to cooperate fully?

The President. Absolutely. Whatever they
want to do, we'll be glad to do it.

Mr. King. He says he’s going to probably take
testimony from you and Hillary.

The President. Whatever he wants to do. The
main thing I want to do is just have that turned
over to him so we can go back to work. I just
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want to do my job. I don’t want to be distracted
by this anymore. I didn't do anything wrong.
Nobody’s ever even suggested that I did. Every-
body who’s talked about it has suggested, as
a matter of fact, to the contrary, that I didn’t.
But still, let them look into it. I just want to
go back to work.

Mr. King. Was it unfair, the press, or was
it fair® Was it a story? Is it a story?

The President. Well, let’'s wait until it’s all
over, and then maybe I'll have something to
say then. The main thing is, it's important that
I not be distracted from the job of being Presi-
dent. That’s what I owe the American people.
I've got to get up every day, no matter what
else is going on, and try to give everything I
have to moving this country forward to changing
this country for the better. And this will take
the onus, if you will, off of that. People will
know it’s being handled in that way, and then
I can just go back to work, which is what I
want to happen.

Mr. King. In all candidness, a Special Counsel
should have been appointed sooner, do you
think?

The President. Well

Mr. King. 1 mean, it would have certainly
taken the story down.

The President. It would have. I was concerned
in the beginning about agreeing to it when—
for the first time ever, no one ever—people
were saying, “We know you didn’t do anything
wrong, so appoint a Special Counsel.” It wasn't,
“There’s this evidence of wrongdoing. Were you
involved in it?” or something like that. But it
was a much bigger story here and then eventu-
ally around the country, I think, than I had
anticipated. So the important thing for me,
again, was for people to feel comfortable about
the way it's handled so I can go back to work.
And T think now people will feel comfortable
about the way it’s handled, and I can go to
work.

Mr. King. The one thing most people are
asking is—they’ll learn more about this, because
it is involved, obviously—is why you took a loss
and didn’t take a deduction since everybody who
has a loss takes a deduction.

The President. Well, that will come out in
the—I think we took some interest deductions
along, which were part of our losses, but at
the end I did basically what we thought was
the bend-over-backwards right thing to do and

what was appropriate at the time. But let’s wait




Administration of William J. Clinton, 1994 / Jan. 20

until the investigation is over. Thatll all come
out, and then if there are questions about it,
when the report’s made to the American people,
I can answer questions about it then.

Gore-Perot NAFTA Debate

Mr. King. The night of the NAFTA debate
and the passage of NAFTA, were you at all
surprised at how well Al Gore did?

The President. Oh, no.

Mr. King. Because he had, you know, this
wooden image and

The President. Yes, but I knew

Mr. King. people were predicting that
Perot would beat him:

The President. 1 thought he would be great
here if he had a fair chance and an honest
debate. You know, he’s like all the rest of us,
sometimes we pick up images that are on occa-
sion right but not fully accurate. And this image
of him as sort of wooden and stiff, anybody
who really knows him will tell you he is very
funny, he has a terrific sense of humor, he’s
got an incredibly flexible mind. And the reason
I like this debate format that you provided is
that no one could shout anyone else down. I
mean, they were all sitting here real close, you
know. You were sitting here. Everybody got to
talk. Everybody got to answer questions. And
I knew two things: I knew he knew a lot about
it; I knew he believed very deeply in the posi-
tion that we had taken. It wasn’t just something
he was saying—“Well, I'm the Vice President,
and Bill Clinton is for NAFTA, and I've got
to be”—he believed it deep down in his bones.
And I knew that he would feel comfortable and
confident. So I liked it. You know, he and I
were—we might have been in the minority in
our administration when this whole thing was
first—[laughter]

Mr. King. To do that was his idea, and he
asked you to okay

The President. He said, “What do you think
about it? And I immediately said, “I think it’s
a terrific idea.” And so we were sort of like
salesmen in our own house.

Mr. King. But the handlers said no.

The President. Well, no, some of them did,
not all of them but some of them. But we were
beginning to make progress, you know; we were
beginning to pick up votes already. But we were
doing it by basically saying to Members of Con-
gress, “You know this is right, and you know
it's in the national interest, and you ought to

do it even if it’s unpopular in the short run.”
We felt, he and I both did, that this debate
here, this discussion on your program, would
be the only chance we’d ever have to kind of
break through to ordinary Americans who watch
you and listen to you and just want to know.
And that’s really what—that’s what you did. You
gave us a chance to talk to everyday Americans.
And he was really—and I was so proud of him.
I mean, he was really wonderful.

Mr. King. Do you think we might see some-
day a President debate?

The President. Well, it could be. Certainly
if I run for reelection I'll expect

Mr. King. No, I don’t mean that. I mean
major issues coming up for a vote—health
care

The President. Tt could be.

Mr. King. you and Senator Dole, or
someone, someone of the leadership, where a
President would sit down and say, “Let’s discuss
it with the opposition.” T don’t think that’s ever
happened in this country.

The President. It might not—I wouldn’t be
afraid of doing it. I wouldn’t want to commit
in advance just because I would want to make
sure it was the right thing to do at the time.
But you know, I run a remarkably open Presi-
dency. I ran for this job because I wanted to
get the economy going, I wanted to get the
country back together again, and I wanted peo-
ple to believe that their Government belonged
to them again and that we could be more open
and accessible to them. And I've tried to do
that. The day after I was inaugurated, we
opened the White House to just folks to come
in. And tonight in another way we’re opening
the White House again.

Mr. King. And we're going to do that right
away. When we come back you can call in and
talk to the President of the United States on
this special edition of “Larry King Live.” Don’t
go away.

[The network took a commercial break.]

President’s Health

Mr. King. Welcome back to “Larry King
Live.” By the way, the President was fully pre-
pared to go 90 minutes tonight, but he is very
tired. As you might imagine, this has been a
back-breaking schedule with the death of his
mother, the funeral, overseas, back home, full
physical, and we mean full physical, right?—
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you had what they call top-to-toe—and then out
to L.A. So we understand fully, and we’ll get
to as many calls as we can.

How was the physical, okay?

The President. Great.

Mr. King. Okay, Chevy Chase, Maryland, with
President Clinton. Hello.

Somalia

Q. Yes, Mr. President, what do you say to
those who say that you and your administration
have not done a good job about Somalia? And
given the fact that the Somalis don’t trust the
UNISOM, Somalia is bound to go back to where
it was before the U.S. intervention.

Thank you.

Mr. King. Thank you.

The President. Well, 1T think we have done
a good job in Somalia. We've saved a lot of
lives there. But when we went there, it was
primarily for a humanitarian purpose, to try to
save the lives. I was told when I became Presi-
dent that we might be able to withdraw the
American troops as early as one month, 2
months into my term. We've now been a full
year, and as you know, we've got a few more
months to go before we withdraw our troops.
But the thing that caused the starvation in So-
malia in the beginning was that a lot of people
identified with their clans more than the country
as a whole, and they were fighting each other.
What we have done is to set in motion a process
in which the clans can agree to a peaceable
way of governing the country among themselves.
And if they don’t do that, we'd have to stay
forever. And we can’t do that. So in the end,
the people of Somalia are going to have to take
responsibility for themselves and their future.
And in the meanwhile, well keep working to
try to keep as many of them alive as we can.

Mr. King. To Plantation, Florida, with Presi-
dent Clinton. Hello.

Trade

Q. Good evening, President Clinton. How
would you like to lower the country’s trade def-
icit and balance the payments by giving all
Americans and all businesses tax deductions for
buying American products, by definition 90 per-
cent made in America with 90 percent parts
made in America and 90 percent profits going
to American companies?

Mr. King. Would that work?
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The President. 1 wonder whether it would
even be

Mr. King. Legal?

The President. Yes. It would certainly, I think,
violate some of our international trade agree-
ments, and it might cause others to retaliate
against us. I would like to lower our trade def-
icit, at least that which is structural and perma-
nent. Our biggest problems are with Japan and
now with China.

Mr. King. Are you going over there?

The President. Yes, we're working on both
of them. I understand what he’s saying, and
we do have certain “buy America” preferences
in our law, but we have to be very careful how
far we go without violating the treaties and
agreements we made with other countries who
take our products freely.

Deputy Counsel Vincent Foster, Jr.

Mr. King. By the way, something just hit me,
and it occurred in the last year. The last time
we were here was the night Vince Foster died.
It was 6 months

The President. Six months ago, tonight.

Mr. King. Six months ago, tonight. Do we
know a lot more than we did before?

The President. 1 don’t think we know any
more than we did in the beginning because I
just really don’t believe there is any more to
know. You know, he left a note; he was pro-
foundly depressed.

Mr. King. You didn’t know it?

The President. No. And I talked to him

Mr. King. The night before, right?

The President. No, 1 think 2 nights before,
and told him to come see me. Or maybe it
was the night before, and I told him to come
see me on Wednesday, which was the day after
he shot himself. It broke my heart. We'd been
friends for more than 40 years. We lived next
to each other when we were little bitty kids.
He was a remarkable man. And I miss him.

Mr. King. This Special Counsel says he’s
going to look into that, too. Is that fair game?

The President. Well, 1 think because he had
some files that were relevant to—I think he
has to look into what was there, and he’ll just—
whatever he wants to do, you know, let him
do that. That’s not my business to comment
on.

Mr. King. Detroit, Michigan, for President
Clinton. Hello.
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Q. Hello, President Clinton. Congratulations
on your one year in office, and many more.
The President. Thank you.

Crime

Q. I live in Detroit where we have had 629
murders in our State, and I would like to know,
what can you do or help us about this issue?
And I would just like to congratulate you. You've
been a President that has said what you're going
to do, and you have done it. And regardless
of what the media bashing, I thank you for
all that you have done.

The President. Thank you, ma’am.

First of all, let me say that you call from
Detroit, which has had a lot of murders. And
the Children’s Defense Fund said today that
a child is killed with a gun every other hour
in this country now.

Mr. King. Unbelievable.

The President. Unbelievable, but it’s true. But
this lady could have called from many other
cities in the country and small towns, too.

Let me tell you what I think we can do to-
gether. First of all, we've got to strengthen our
law enforcement forces. You've got a great new
mayor in Detroit in Dennis Archer. He’s a long-
time friend of mine. I read his inaugural address
the other day. It was a brilliant way of getting
Detroit together and getting started. But we
have to put more police officers on the street,
well-trained and working with people in the
communities, walking the blocks, working with
the kids, preventing crime as well as catching
criminals. Our crime bill will put 100,000 more
police officers on the street. It’s the first priority
for Congress when they come back.

Secondly, we passed the Brady bill, but we
need to do more on guns. Specifically, we need
to limit these automatic, semiautomatic assault
weapons that have no purpose other than to
kill. And I hope we can reach an accord with
the sportsmen and quit arguing about things
that are false issues and get an agreement on
what the problem is and how to attack it.

Thirdly, people who are repeated serious vio-
lent offenders shouldn’t be paroled.

And fourthly, you've got to give these kids
something to say “yes” to. That is, we have
got to go into these really distressed areas and
rebuild the bonds of family, community, and
work. There’s got to be education opportunities.
There’s got to be job opportunities. There’s got
to be alternatives to imprisonment, like boot

camps. There needs to be drug treatment and
drug education programs. We can’t have it all
on the punishment. These children have to have
something to say yes to. If you look at a lot
of these high crime areas where the gangs and
the drugs and the guns are, they fill the vacuum
when family collapses, when work collapses.
Most of us organize our lives around work, fam-
ily, community. And a lot of these young people
that are in real trouble today and really vulner-
able are living in places where there’s not
enough community, enough family, or enough
work. So I think we have to do both things.
And then next year or this year now, I'm going
to ask the Congress to work with me and then
work with the mayors, the Governors, and others
to really get serious about this. We've got to
do something about it, and we’ve got a program
that will make a difference.

Mr. King. To Auckland, New Zealand, with
President Clinton. Hello.

Q. Greetings from New Zealand, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The President. How are you, sir?

Lebanon

Q. I'm good; how are you? In your Geneva
meeting with President Asad of Syria, did you
ask him for a withdrawal of the Syrian forces
from Lebanon, or a least at time schedule, or
Lebanon’s going to be the price for peace with
Israel? Thank you.

The President. No, no. Lebanon was not the
price for peace. He agreed that as part of a
comprehensive peace agreement, we should im-
plement the Taif accord which, as you know,
calls for an independent Lebanon, free of all
foreign forces. And President Asad clearly said
that if he could be satisfied from his point of
view in having a comprehensive peace agree-
ment with Israel, Israel would also have to have
an agreement with Lebanon, an agreement with
Jordan, and obviously the agreement with the
PLO, and that Lebanon in the end would be
left a free and independent state, independent
of all foreign forces. We talked about that quite
explicitly, and he was quite clear in saying that
he would support that.

President Hafiz al-Asad of Syria

Mr. King. Was it tough to sit with Asad, who
has been on a list of—as a terror leader for
years? I mean, I know Presidents have to do
things—was that hard?
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The President. Well, it wasn’t an easy meeting.
I mean, I knew it would be a challenging and
a difficult meeting. And I think the most impor-
tant thing for me was to make it clear that
I—my overriding agenda was to do whatever
I could to make an honorable, decent, lasting
peace in the Middle East.

Mr. King. Do you think he was sincere?

The President. Yes, 1 think he really wants
to make peace. I think there are a lot of reasons
why it'’s in the interests of the Syrian people
and in his own interest to do it, and I think
he does. I also made it clear that we still had
real differences between us in our bilateral rela-
tions, and one of them was what we feel about
terrorism. And we talked about it for an hour.
And he gave his side, and I gave mine. But
the American people are entitled to know that.
We talked about it for an hour

Mr. King. Did he deny that he

The President. We didn’t skirt it. He did in
a way, and he defined it in a different way,
and he made some arguments about what Syria
has done and not done. But the point is, we
got it out on the table. He said what he thought;
I said what I thought. And maybe most impor-
tant, we agreed that our Secretary of State, War-
ren Christopher, and their Foreign Minister, Mr.
Shara, would meet and really try to get beyond
the charges to very specific things, that we
would come forward with specific instances of
things that we believe have been done that are
a violation of international law that cannot be
tolerated, and we would try to work through
them. So I think that it was an honorable meet-
ing from my point of view and from the point
of view of the United States because of that.

Mr. King. New York City for President Clin-
ton. Hello.

Health Care Reform

Q. A lot of companies are hiring people on
a part-time or temporary basis because they
don’t want to give them benefits. Under your
health care plan, how will people who work
part-time or freelance have their benefits paid
for?

The President. That's a great question. Let
me answer the question and make a general
point. First of all, under our health care plan,
part-time workers will be covered partly by their
employers if they work more than 10 hours a
week. They will pay a portion of their premiums.
And then the rest of the premium will be paid
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for out of a Government fund set up for that
purpose. But part-time workers will be covered,
and their employers will have to pay something
for their coverage, too. I think that’s only fair.
Also, if we can do something to slow the dra-
matic increase in the cost of health care and
to make sure all workers are covered, that, I
think, will help to stabilize this trend, and more
and more employers will be willing to hire new
workers on a full-time basis.

And let me say, we're beginning to see that
now. Since I became President and we got seri-
ous about bringing the deficit down, bringing
interest rates down, getting investment up, and
employment started coming again, as confidence
gets back into this economy, then employers
will be able to hire more full-time workers.
Then this year, what I have to be able to do
is to show the business community that this
health care plan of ours is going to stabilize
health care costs while providing health care
for all Americans through a guaranteed private
insurance system, not a Government system but
a private system. But we have to ask the em-
ployers to pay something for their part-time
workers, too. I think that’s only fair.

Mr. King. Back with more of this conversation
with the President on his one-year in office on
Larry King Live. He said he’d be with us every
6 months—holding right to it—he was with us
July 20th, this is January 20th. We'll be right
back.

[The network took a commercial break.]

Mr. King. We're back with the President of
the United States, Bill Clinton. More phone
calls—Hawaii. Hello.

Q. Yes, aloha, Larry, and Mr. President.

Mr. King. Aloha.

Q. This is the big island. Mr. President, in
regards to sympathy for your mother, I had the
opportunity to see your mother catch a fish
when she was over here, and she’s quite a
fisherwoman. A great, great lady. I'm sorry to
hear about that.

The President. She loved that tournament.

North Korea

Q. In regards to Korea, what’s the possibility
of the Koreans getting a nuclear weapon and
maybe possibly striking Hawaii first since that’s
part of the United States now? What would
the
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Mr. King. Yes, what is the current status of
North Korea?

The President. Well, first let me say, thank
you to the gentleman from Hawaii for the con-
dolences for my mother, and mine to the moth-
er of the Governor of Hawaii who passed away
today. A wonderful woman.

The Korean—let me just tell you, if you fol-
low the press you know that the intelligence
reports are divided on the question of how far
the North Koreans have gone in developing a
nuclear weapon. But everybody knows they are
trying to. Even if they develop one, then there’s
the question of their delivery capacity, which
is in doubt.

I wouldn’'t say Hawaii is in serious danger
right now. What I would say is that we need
to keep working very hard and to be very firm
about not wanting Korea to join the family of
nuclear states. You know, I've been out here
working to reduce the number of countries with
nuclear weapons, with Ukraine and Kazakhstan
and Belarus committing to get rid of their weap-
ons. We are now involved in intense negotia-
tions, and the only thing I can tell you is we're
working as hard as we can to be as firm as
we can and then to be as also as firm as we
can about the security of our people and the
South Koreans in the event all does not go
well. But we are working very hard, and I cer-
tainly have not given up yet on getting the
North Koreans to go back into the NPT system
and agreeing to let the International Atomic En-
ergy inspectors in there to look at what they’re
doing. They ought to do it.

The country is so isolated. They're isolated
economically. Even China used to be a big ally
of theirs. China now does 8 or 10 times as
much trade with South Korea as with North
Korea. And I think they believe that somehow
this gives them some handle on national pres-
tige. I think their best way to be esteemed in
the rest of the world is to be a good citizen
and give the rest of us a chance to relate to
them.

Mr. King. Birmingham, Alabama. Hello.

Criticism of the President

Q. President Clinton, I find your political op-
ponents” relentless efforts to undermine the
credibility of your administration absolutely ap-
palling. How much does this cost the American
citizen in terms of wasted time and money?

And does it affect the U.S. in the international
community?

The President. Well, first I thank you for your
sentiments and your support. And the most im-
portant thing of all is that the American people
be able to see through it. When they see the
politics of personal destruction, when they see
people who obviously don’t want to talk about
how we're going to get this economy going or
how we're going to get health care to all Ameri-
cans or how we're going to deal with the other
problems, crime in the streets, that they see
it for what it is.

I think that abroad, frankly, our administration
and me, that I personally, that were able to
do what we need to do for the United States.
I was very gratified at the reception that I re-
ceived in Europe and in Russia and throughout
our travels. It does take time and attention and
distraction when you're dealing with all that
stuff, but as I said to Larry earlier, I can deal
with it. The only thing that really steams me
is what it does to my wife and my daughter,
to my family. As a person, that bothers me.
But it is not undermining our ability to go for-
ward. Does it take time and attention, is it dis-
tracting, is it costly in that sense? You bet it
is. It apparently is a part of the price of being
in public life in the late 20th century in the
United States. So we deal with it. But I just
want you to know that having you call just re-
doubles my determination. And I thank you for
that.

Mr. King. Fort Worth, Texas. Hello.

Bosnia

Q. Mr. President, I was wondering what the
progress on our situation with  Bosnia-
Herzegovina was? And what has happened to
the sense of urgency we once had with that
problem?

The President. Well, the United States had
a position, as you know. When I took office
I offered the Europeans my position, what T
thought we ought to do, how I thought we
ought to do it to get a quicker peace and, if
not get peace, at least to give the government
of that country a chance to defend itself. The
Europeans disagreed and stoutly resisted. I did
not believe that we could unilaterally or should
unilaterally send ground troops there. I still
think that was the right decision.

So let me tell you where it is now. First
of all, don’t forget what we have done. We have
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led the longest airlift in history, now longer than
the Berlin airlift, to give food and medicine to
the people there. Secondly, we have enforced
a ferocious embargo which has cost the Serbs,
in particular, dearly. It has virtually wrecked the
Serbian economy. They continue to fight, but
they have paid a terrible price for it economi-
cally. And thirdly, we have tried to work with
our allies at NATO to say that we would use
air power if Sarajevo were subject to shelling
and strangulation again. And finally, we're sup-
porting the peace process. I hope the parties
will agree. You see, the Serbs and the Croats
have agreed now. The government had been
losing on the ground. They'd been making some
gains so they've not agreed to any peace—or
they’re going to have to give, I think, to Mos-
lems, some access to the water in order to get
a peace agreement. They're a little closer than
I think it looks, but eventually theyre going
to have to agree to that or the fighting will
go on.

Mr. King. Are you optimistic?

The President. Oh, I've learned not to be opti-
mistic there. I was optimistic a time or two
and had my hopes dashed.

Mr. King. got to take a break.

The President. But the people are still killing
each other because theyre fighting over land.
They're going to have to reach a territorial ac-
commodation so that all three of those ethnic
groups can live with a reasonable breathing
room there.

Mr. King. We'll be back with our remaining
moments with President Clinton right after this.

[The network took a commercial break.]

The Presidency

Mr. King. We're running out of time. Biggest
hope as we enter the second year of the Presi-
dency?

The President. That we can get health care
for all Americans.

Mr. King. Biggest fear?

The President. That democracy will face rever-
sal somewhere in the world and dash my hopes
of having a more peaceful world that has more
trade opportunities and less military dangers for
the United States.

Mr. King. Are you happy?

The President. Oh, yes, and grateful for the
chance to serve and grateful that we’re making
progress. I know a lot of Americans are still
in trouble, and their lives haven’t been affected
yet, but at least we're facing these tough issues
that have been ignored for too long. And every-
body here gets up and goes to work every day
and works like crazy and I think in a spirit
of genuine hopefulness.

Mr. King. Some said that you even like the
bad days. I mean, you like this job, right?

The President. 1 like the job. I'm grateful for
the opportunity to serve. The bad days are part
of it. I didn’t run to have a pleasant time. I
ran to have a chance to change the country.
And if the bad days come with it, that's part
of life. And it's humbling and educational. It
keeps you in your place.

Mr. King. Thank you, Mr. President.

The President. Thank you.

NoOTE: The interview began at 9 p.m. in the Li-
brary at the White House. A tape was not available
for verification of the content of this interview.

Exchange With Reporters Prior to Discussions With King Hussein of

Jordan
January 21, 1994

Russia

Q. Mr. President, with the key reformers out
of the Russian Government, does that mean that
radical reform is over in Russia?

The President. 1 wouldn’t go that far. Already
Russia has privatized more rapidly than any of
the other former Communist countries. They
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have a much higher rate of privatization than
any of the other countries. But what we’re con-
cerned about obviously is whether they will be
able to manage their inflation problem. And I
think the Secretary of the Treasury said it the
best: We're going to support democracy, and
we're going to support the fact that Russia re-
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spects its relationships with other nations, and
those are fundamental to our interest. How
much economic help they can get from the
international community will be directly related
to what kinds of reforms they decide to under-
take. And that I think is the best connection.
They'll have to make those decisions for them-
selves.

Q. Mr. President, the reformers who were
pushed out were in favor of curbing inflation
by cutting subsidies. The people who are staying
on are the people who fear unemployment.
Which is a bigger threat, and do you favor cut-
ting subsidies or easing the cuts?

The President. As 1 said, that’s a decision
they'll have to make. But what we offered to
do and what we still offer to do is to try to
help set up the sort of job training and unem-
ployment and other systems, support systems,
that any market economy has to have. You can’t
blame them for being concerned about the con-
sequences of going to a market economy if
they’re not able to cope with them. And they
need it, and so do all the other countries. And
we're prepared to help do what we can. But

they’ll have to chart their course, and then we’ll
be there to try to be supportive.

Middle East Peace Process

Q. Your Majesty, after the signing of the ac-
cords, the economic accords between the PLO
and the Jordanians and other agreements, how
do you see the coordination continuing, and
when do you expect to meet with Mr. Yasser
Arafat? And how do you see the peace process
going in the next peace round, sir?

King Hussein. 1 believe that—I[inaudible]—
very, very well and recent developments of—
[inaudible]—encouraging. As far as coordinating
the Palestinian—[inaudible]. And it’s all part of
the—[inaudible]—everyone, I believe is, the ma-
jority of the people are convinced that this is
the time and that you must move rapidly to—
[inaudible]. But were working on our agenda
and all the items there, and I hope that the
crowning achievement will be a peace treaty.

NOTE: The exchange began at 11:15 a.m. in the
Oval Office at the White House. A tape was not
available for verification of the content of this ex-
change.

Letter to Congressional Leaders on Adjustment of the Deficit

January 21, 1994

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:)

Pursuant to section 254(c) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended (“Act”) (2 U.S.C. 904(c)), no-
tification is hereby provided of my decision that
the adjustment of the maximum deficit amount,
as allowed under section 253(g)(1)(B) of the Act
(2 U.S.C. 903(g)(1)(B)), shall be made.

The President’s Radio Address
January 22, 1994

Good morning. This week we saw how events
beyond our control can test the courage and
fortitude of our people.

For many in the eastern half of our Nation,
life is beginning to return to normal after the

Sincerely,

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

NoTE: Identical letters were sent to Thomas S.
Foley, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Albert Gore, Jr., President of the Senate.

harshest stretch of winter in memory. And in
southern California, there was another kind of
disaster. I went to Los Angeles and saw the
devastation that can occur in just a matter of
moments in an earthquake. Freeways were
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crumbled, homes were destroyed, lives were
shattered.

But even in this kind of adversity, or maybe
even because of it, our people have become
more determined. We've seen neighbor helping
neighbor and total strangers performing acts of
quiet heroism. In addition to Federal funds
we've pledged, our recovery efforts are being
coordinated on the site by the head of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency, James
Lee Witt, and HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros,
who are looking for more ways to help the
quake’s victims.

Los Angeles will come back. Together with
the people of Los Angeles, well help to make
that happen. That's the American way. At every
crucial moment in our history, our people have
somehow found the courage, the will, and the
way to come together in the face of a challenge
and to meet it head on. For the last year, we've
been doing just that here in Washington.

It was one year ago this week that I took
office as your President. The challenges before
us were many. We faced a debt that has been
mortgaging our future; we were burdened by
the cynicism created when Government does
wrong by people who do right. For two decades,
the middle class had been working longer and
harder just to hold its ground with stagnant
wages. Seemingly secure jobs were lost and,
along with declining wages, people lost the secu-
rity of stable and reliable health insurance.

Well, after one year, the challenges aren’t
gone, but together we are surmounting many
of them. We've moved to offer opportunity,
challenge our people to assume more responsi-
bility, and restore a sense of community to our
land.

We built the foundation for a lasting eco-
nomic recovery. We've broken gridlock and
made Government an instrument of our com-
mon purpose as a people. And from meetings
in Moscow to promote democracy to meetings
in Tokyo to revive the world economy, our seri-
ousness of purpose is winning respect around
the world and getting results.

Here at home we’ve transformed America’s
agenda, addressing problems long deferred or
denied. Now the debate is not over whether
to provide health security but how and how
quickly, not whether to reform welfare but how,
not whether to make well-intentioned but ulti-
mately futile efforts to protect American workers
from economic change but how to give them
the tools and the skills to make those changes
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their friend. At long last, we’re addressing our
challenges with clarity and confidence instead
of running away from them.

We built the foundations for a real recovery
that will endure and enrich the lives of all our
people. Of course, the recovery is not yet com-
plete. Many Americans haven't felt it yet, and
our work can’t be done until every American
has the security to embrace the future without
fear. We do have a long way to go. But clearly,
we've turned the corner, and we’re moving in
the right direction.

We passed an economic plan that reflects our
new approach: doing more with less, cutting
Government spending that doesn’t work, and in-
vesting in people and in what does work. Our
plan will reduce the deficit by $500 billion over
5 years, cutting $255 billion in spending.

Before our plan passed, the deficit for next
year alone was projected at $300 billion. That’s
$300 billion. But I've just learned from our Di-
rector of the Office of Management and Budget
Leon Panetta that the deficit projection for next
fiscal year is now under $180 billion, over $120
billion less, thanks to the enactment of the eco-
nomic plan. That’s lower even than our initial
projections.

The fact is, if we stay on this plan, we will
have cut the deficit in half as a percentage of
our national income by 1996. But we must pass
health care reform if were going to keep the
deficit going downward for the long haul and
eventually bring the budget into balance.

Slowly but surely, our economic plan is cre-
ating new opportunity and providing new secu-
rity for middle class families. Today more of
these families are buying cars and homes or
refinancing their mortgages because deficit re-
duction has helped to push interest rates to
record lows.

In our steady aim to create jobs and increase
incomes, we've provided bold new initiatives for
small businesses, encouraging growth in an im-
portant source of new jobs. Last year alone the
private economy created 1.6 million new jobs,
1'% times as many as in the previous 4 years.
We've reinforced these gains by passing
NAFTA, by lifting export controls, by tearing
down barriers to trade. All of these will translate
into more jobs.

With the family and medical leave law, we've
allowed Americans the freedom to take care of
a sick loved one or a newborn without worrying
that theyll lose their jobs for doing so. This
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is an important thing because restoring our so-
cial fabric is critical. And providing the oppor-
tunity for work, protecting the worker, and help-
ing to keep families and communities together
are crucial elements in achieving that social fab-
ric. And so is protecting our citizens™ safety on
the streets, in homes, and in our schools. That’s
why we enacted the Brady bill, to put common
sense into gun selling, and why when Congress
returns next week, I will ask them to quickly
pass the crime bill and send it to me for signing.

Step by step, we are reviving our economy,
renewing our sense of common community, and
restoring our people’s confidence that our Na-
tion can be strong at home and abroad and
our Government can work for the benefit of
ordinary Americans.

Yes, we've done a lot, but we have so much
more to do.

As we enter this second year of taking on
these challenges together, we know this: What's
important is not just how many programs we
pass but how many lives we improve. What’s
important is not just what we do for people
but also what we can help our people to do
for themselves. Ultimately, that will be the
measure of our success.

Thanks for listening.

NoTE: The address was recorded at 6 p.m. on
January 21 in the East Room at the White House
for broadcast at 10:06 a.m. on January 22.

Teleconference Remarks on the Los Angeles Earthquake

January 24, 1994

The President. Hello.

Q. Hello, Mr. President.

Q. Good morning, Mr. President.

The President. 1t's good to hear your voice.
I've got Federico, Henry, and James Lee on
the phone?

Q. Yes, sir.

The President. That's great. Well, T know
you've all been working very hard. I know there
was a problem with the overcrowding at the
disaster assistance centers at first, but I'm really
pleased by the work you've done. And I was
glad to note in this morning’s Los Angeles
Times an acknowledgement that we'd gotten
those centers up more quickly than in previous
disasters and that things seem to be going bet-
ter. But why don’t you all give me a briefing.
James Lee, why don’t you start and just give
me an overall briefing about where we are.

[Federal Emergency Management Agency Direc-
tor James Lee Witt explained the emergency re-
sponse team’s efforts to assist earthquake victims
and stated that FEMA was in the process of
providing applicants with disaster assistance
checks.]

The President. How long will it take to get
the checks out?

Director Witt. We had checks coming out yes-
terday, and we will have thousands of checks

coming out each day, and there will be more
each day coming out. We're processing them
very quick.

The President. What about the language bar-
riers?

Director Witt. We have worked with Secretary
Cisneros and Secretary Pena and other Cabinet
Secretaries and the State and local emergency
management people in all of the language bar-
riers, in printing every type of information in
every language of that community.

The President. That's good. You mentioned
Secretary Riley. I know he’s on the way back,
but we got a report from him, and I've already
directed the Department of Education to send
$7 million to the school district there to provide
emergency services for the students. That may
not be enough, but it will get them started any-
way. And I'm glad to hear that.

Henry, where are we on the housing situa-
tion?

[Secretary Henry Cisneros discussed the avail-
ability of tents and shelters for victims who lost
their homes, as well as use of a voucher system
to provide permanent housing. |

The President. You know, there were a lot
of other communities affected. What about their
housing? 1 mean, what kind of system do we
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have to make sure we get out there to the
other communities, too?

[Secretary Cisneros stated that HUD was work-
ing closely with housing authorities in sur-
rounding communities.]

The President. Now, I know that only a mi-
nority of the houses had earthquake insurance,
but what about those that had insurance? Are
the insurance companies there? Are they speed-
ing up payment? What's going to happen there?

Director Witt. Yes, sir, they are there. They're
in there speeding up the payments as quick
as possible.

[Secretary Cisneros explained that many people
did not have earthquake insurance because of
high premiums and high deductibles.]

The President. Is the voucher system the pre-
ferred way of dealing with this? I mean, are
you going to come back and—will that be part
of the supplemental that Leon Panetta sends
up to Congress?

Secretary Cisneros. We've extended in this
first effort 10,000 vouchers. I believe we prob-
ably will need to be on the safe side and ask
for more. So the answer is, yes, it will be in
the supplemental.

The President. Federico, what about the trans-
portation situation®? How are we doing with
cleaning up the debris and at least preparing
to go to work?

[Secretary  Federico Pe;la described Federal,
State, and local efforts to rebuild the highway
system and deal with traffic congestion.]

The President. What about getting—if we had
more rail cars, would they be full?

Secretary Pena. Yes. We have

The President. What do we have to do to
get more cars? And what about the buses? How
many buses are out there? How many more
can we get?

[Secretary Pena discussed cooperation between
Federal agencies and private businesses to pro-
vide more buses and rail cars to help deal with
the transportation crisis. ]

The President. On the contracting work, we
heard from the labor council out here, even
here at the White House, they said they really
wanted to help and do whatever they could to
make sure that all the work was speeded up
and as much was done as possible. So I know
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you're getting good cooperation from the labor
people out there, too.

[Secretary Pena stated that contractors and city
mayors had been very helpful in providing sug-
gestions and assistance. ]

The President. The Labor Department, we
were in contact with them, and I know they've
already committed another $3 million just to
pay people to do the emergency and clean-up
work. But I think the fact that were ahead
of schedule on that is important. And I know
youre going to follow up on the question of
how quickly then highway construction can be
done, because, obviously, if you could do longer
work weeks or 24-hour days in some of those
places, it would make a big difference.

[Secretary Pena explained that construction
workers were working long hours to repair the
highway system.]

The President. Well, that's great. I was in-
formed right before I came out to talk to you
that Leon Panetta will be in a position to give
me a report today, as I had asked last week,
on the supplemental. Obviously, the mayor and
all the folks, the local leadership in the Los
Angeles area and the State folks have been very
good about helping us to get the loss figures.
So I think we’ll be in pretty good shape today
to know a little more than we have known for
the last few days on what we can ask for from
Congress when they come back. So I will follow
up on that end.

I'm very encouraged that the lines have gone
down some at the disaster assistance centers.
And T just hope that we can just keep on top
of all this. I appreciate the fact that all of you
have stayed out there. I think that has been
very good. And again, I want to compliment
all the local folks. I'm sure there are a lot of
people out there who have hardly slept since
I was there a few days ago. So you all just
keep your chins up and keep working at it.
And we'll do what we can here to get the sup-
plemental passed in a hurry.

[Secretary Cisneros stated that he would be
working with church leaders and volunteer serv-
ices to provide help to those who are having
difficulty dealing with their experiences.]

The President. That's terrific. I think they can
do an enormous amount of good. Cardinal
Mahony obviously is very concerned about these
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things, and he’s got an awful lot of able leaders
there among the priests and the nuns who can,
I think, make a real difference. I've been in
a lot of their schools, their community organiza-
tions. And there’s also a very large evangelical
community there and other religious groups. So
I'm glad you're involving them; they can make
a huge difference.

If there’s anything else we need to know back
here, let us know. But we’ll be able to give
you a report back about what we think the sup-
plemental will look like probably before the end
of the day. And then we’ll just have to keep
working together closely over the next few days

Exchange With Reporters
January 24, 1994

Secretary of Defense Nominee

Q. Mr. President, how close are you to nam-
ing a Defense Secretary?

The President. 1 think we’ll have an announce-
ment today, just in a few hours.

Q. Is Bill Perry your choice, Mr. President?

The President. We'll have an announcement.
You can wait and see.

Q. Why do you think it took so long, and
what do you account for what seemed to be
a reluctance by a number of people to take
on the job?

The President. Well, I don’t think it has taken
that long. I mean, it’s been, what, a week—
less than a week since Mr. Inman said he didn’t
want the job.

Q. And at least two people who reportedly
have said they weren't interested in the job,
and Mr. Perry

The President. But the stories are basically
inaccurate. The only accurate story is the one
that I have confirmed, which is that I talked
to Senator Nunn during the transition before
I became President, based on the fact that he
was not only the head of the Senate Armed
Services Committee but a longtime personal
friend of mine and someone I sought advice
from on these matters. And he told me then
that he was not interested in being Secretary
of Defense. And the only thing I did was to
call him back and make sure he had the same
position then that he had now.

as the situation unfolds. And if you know
more—because it will take a few days for Con-
gress to act on this, obviously, so we’ll have
some time. But I hope we can nail down the
broad outlines this afternoon.

Thank you very much, and give my regards
to the mayor and everybody else out there.

Secretary Cisneros. Thank you, Mr. President.

The President. Thanks.

NOTE: The President spoke at 11:59 a.m. in the
Oval Office at the White House. In his remarks,
he referred to Roger Cardinal Mahony, Arch-
bishop of Los Angeles.

The job was absolutely not offered to anyone
else, absolutely, categorically not offered to any-
one else. And it wasn't really offered to him.
I just said, “Are you still in the same position
you were in before?” And he said, “That’s
right.” He said, “I'm doing what I think I should
be doing.” But he knows, I think—I don’t want
to overstate it. I think Sam Nunn always knew
that if he were ever interested in that job, that
I was very open to that. But—so the decision—
then, after that, after it was clear that he was
in the same position he was always in, I went
about trying to pick a successor. I've done it,
and I expect to have an announcement.

Q. Do you think you can twist someone’s
arm to take it?

The President. No.

Bosnia

Q. Mr. President, there have been new calls
for air strikes in Bosnia. You talked about that
a lot over this past trip to Europe. Can you
give us any update? And what about what you
said was your resolve to do something about
this?

The President. Well, what I said was that
NATO should not reaffirm its position unless
the circumstances that they set out for bombing,
if those circumstances occurred they’d be willing
to go forward. Now, I presume you're referring
to what was said in the European Parliament
yesterday.
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Q. And also the President of Bosnia calling
for air strikes, too.

The President. Well, the President of Bosnia,
yes—but what the NATO leaders, what the oth-
ers voted for was to leave on the table the
proviso that bombing could be done in order
to relieve Sarajevo if that were appropriate or
to further the U.N. mission by opening the air-
strip at Tuzla or, if necessary, to facilitate the
transfer of troops from Canadian to Dutch at
Srebrenica. Now, that is a very rather narrow
NATO mandate.

And what happened was as soon as the meet-
ing was over, it was not clear how strongly or
firmly some of them felt about that. But I think
it’s also clear that the U.N. Secretary General,
who has a say in some of those decisions, but
not all of them, based on what the international
law is now, is still opposed to it. And I don’t
have any information that leads me to believe
that the other NATO allies, that the heads of
state as opposed to people in the European Par-
liament, have changed their mind about whether
there should be any bombing at this time.

That’s all I can tell you.

Q. What about——

The President. Let me say, I believe in gen-
eral what I've always believed. There’s not going
to be a settlement in Bosnia until the sides
decide that they have more to gain from signing
a peace agreement than by continuing the fight-
ing. And now the government finally has been
able to get some arms, even through it was,
in my view, unfairly the only side subject to

the arms embargo—they've been able to get
some weapons. And they appear to be, the Bos-
nian government, most reluctant to sign a peace
agreement at this time. But if they can work
out something on access to the sea and protec-
tion of Sarajevo and then the Moslem enclaves
to the east, perhaps we can still get an agree-
ment. But there will not be—the killing is a
function of a political fight between three fac-
tions. Until they agree to quit doing it, it’s going
to continue. And I don’t think that the inter-
national community has the capacity to stop peo-
ple within the nation from their civil war until
they decide to do it.

Now, there are things we can do to retard
it, to keep it within bounds, to keep it within
humanitarian limits. And I wouldnt rule out
any of those options. But there has been no
decision by anybody to enter the war on the
side of one of the combatants, which is what
some would like. But there has been no decision
to do it. Theyre going to have to make up
their own mind to quit killing each other, and
the circumstances are, in fact, on the battlefield
are somewhat different than they have been for
the previous 12 months. But I hope that it
means that it's more likely that there can be
a settlement, and I still have some hope that
that will occur.

NoTE: The exchange began at 12:06 p.m. in the
Oval Office at the White House. A tape was not
available for verification of the content of this ex-
change.

Remarks Announcing the Nomination of William Perry To Be Secretary of
Defense and an Exchange With Reporters

January 24, 1994

The President. Thank you very much, and
good afternoon. I want to welcome all of you
here, especially the distinguished Members of
Congress who are here and the members of
Secretary Perry’s family, whom he will introduce
later.

One year ago I selected Dr. Bill Perry to
serve as my Deputy Secretary of Defense.
Today, based on his lifetime of accomplishment
and his solid leadership at the Pentagon, I'm
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proud to announce my intention to nominate
him as the next Secretary of Defense.

He has the right skills and management expe-
rience for the job. He has the right vision for
the job. He has served with real distinction as
both Under Secretary and Deputy Secretary of
Defense. For years and throughout his service
this past year he has been at the cutting edge
on defense issues.

Years ago he had a vision of the power of
Stealth technology, technology that helped the
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United States to win the Persian Gulf war and
helped save American lives. He’s been a leader
in reforming the Pentagon’s procurement proc-
ess and improving financial accountability. And
I expect he’ll have more to say about that today
and in the weeks and months ahead.

He’s been instrumental in developing a de-
fense budget for the coming fiscal year that
protects the readiness of our forces and pro-
motes our aggressive efforts at defense conver-
sion and the development of dual-use tech-
nologies and the creation and the preservation
of American jobs. And he played an important
role in the recent breakthrough to eliminate
Ukraine’s nuclear weapons.

He brings a broad and valuable background
to this job. He has proven experience in the
private sector, is chairman, director, and founder
of several successful defense-related corpora-
tions. He’s served in the United States Army.
His academic career as a professor of mathe-
matics and engineering has also contributed to
our Nation’s security. And in every aspect of
his work, Bill Perry has earned high respect
from members of both parties, in the Congress,
in the military, among those who study military
strategy, and in the business community.

He’s demonstrated leadership, integrity, and
a mastery of his field. Time and again, we heard
about him what I have come to know personally:
Bill Perry is a real pro. You can depend on
him. That's why Secretary Aspin and many oth-
ers recommended that I select Dr. Perry for
this post.

Let me note with appreciation that Secretary
Aspin has agreed to stay, as he said he would,
until his successor is confirmed.

Now we have a lot of work ahead of us.
We need to continue reshaping our forces for
this new era so that they remain the best
trained, the best equipped, the best prepared,
and the most strongly motivated in the world.
We must implement the recommendations of
the bottom-up review. We must continue to deal
with the new threats of weapons proliferation
and terrorism. We must continue our aggressive
work at defense conversion to save and create
American jobs and to maintain our industrial
base that is so critical for our national defense.
And we must reform the procurement process.

Bill Perry comes extraordinarily well-prepared
to meet these challenges. I hope and I trust
that Congress will quickly confirm him. And I
look forward to working closely with him as

an integral part of the national security team.
I think he will do a remarkable job.
Dr. Perry.

[At this point, Defense Secretary-designate Perry
made brief remarks.]

Secretary of Defense Nominee

Q. Did you have to be persuaded to take
this job, and what do you think will be the
toughest part of it?

Deputy Secretary Perry. No, 1 did not have
to be persuaded to take the job. I met with
the President to discuss this job Friday morning,
and I left that meeting fully prepared to take
on the job. I had a meeting with my family
that evening, because it’s not just me that’s get-
ting into this job. I put them under considerable
strains when I do it, too. And we had a follow-
up meeting on Saturday morning with the White
House where I told them that if T had to accept
the job at that time, my answer would have
to be no.

I met then with the Vice President. And he
told me I could take my time, take some more
time on the decision, meet with my family fur-
ther. I took advantage of that, and on Sunday
afternoon I called the Vice President back and
said if you still want me for your Secretary of
Defense I'm eager to serve.

Q. Dr. Perry, why did you have second
thoughts?

Deputy Secretary Perry. The second question
here

Q. Sir, why didn’t you say yes immediately?
What made you have to think about it?

Deputy Secretary Perry. 1 tried to explain
that. It was because I did not want to drive
my family into my decision without their sup-
port. And so I wanted to wait until I had the
full support for it.

Q. Mr. President, why was this job so hard
to fill?

The President. It wasn't easy to fill—it wasn’t
hard to fill, T mean. We had an abundance of
talented people to consider, but I asked Sec-
retary Perry, and he said yes. It wasn’t difficult
at all. T mean, I can’t say any more than you
already know about what happened in the pre-
vious example. But we didn’t go on a big search
here. We had a very short list, and I quickly
narrowed it to one. I had an interview with
one person. I asked him if he’d take the job,
and he did. T don’t think that qualifies as dif-
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ficult. Now, I have had some difficult positions
to fill, this one wasn’t.

Q. Well, what do you think he brings to the
job that your current Defense Secretary did not?

The President. 1 don’t think the two things
are related. Secretary Aspin made his statement
last month; we had our press conference on
that, we answered your questions. It’s got noth-
ing to do with what we said here today.

Women in the Military

Q. Mr. Perry, are you going to go along with
Secretary Aspin’s views on military women in
planes and ships and

Deputy Secretary Perry. Yes.

The President. Good for you, Sarah [Sarah
McClendon, McClendon News Service].

Deputy Secretary Perry. Secretary Aspin cre-
ated many important legacies in his year. I men-
tioned the bottom-up review, his work on all
of the social aspects in the military. In par-
ticular, his advancement of the women in com-
bat is one which I enthusiastically support.

Secretary of Defense Nominee

Q. Dr. Perry, is there anything at all in your
background that's come up over this past week-
end of vetting that could conceivably cause you
or the administration any problems during the
Senate confirmation process? In that regard, I'm
specifically also referring to the so-called “nanny
problem.”

Deputy Secretary Perry. Nothing has come
up that I believe would cause me any problems
in the confirmation process.

Russia
Q. Dr. Perry, do you think that with the re-

turn to conservative government in Moscow,

that there’s a possibility there may be a new
cold war starting? I mean, it’s early, but are
there trends?

Deputy Secretary Perry. 1 would observe that
we cannot control the events in other countries,
including Russia, but we can influence them.
And I believe the President has adopted a pro-
gram to assist not just the Russians but many
of the nations in the former Soviet Union to
help stabilize their economy, and this is the
most constructive thing we can do to minimize
the chance of that unfortunate disaster occur-
ring,

Defense Budget

Q. Was your answer categorical about the
nanny question, Dr. Perry?

Q. What about the current budgetary crunch,
sir, that the Pentagon faces and the possible
difficulty you may have in actually carrying out
the blueprint that the President has laid out?

Deputy Secretary Perry. In order to carry out
the bottom-up review with the funds that are
posed for it, we will have to manage the Pen-
tagon very well. We will have to have real acqui-
sition reform. We will have to have careful plan-
ning and management of our programs. We have
to do all of this while we’re maintaining a very
high level of readiness and a level of morale
and cohesion in the military forces. It is a dif-
ficult management job, and I believe it’s doable,
and that’s what I'm undertaking to do.

Thank you.

The President. Thank you very much.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 3:08 p.m. on the
State Floor at the White House.

Letter to Congressional Leaders Reporting on the Cyprus Conflict

January 24, 1994

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. Chairman:)

In accordance with Public Law 95-384 (22
U.S.C. 2373(c)), 1 am submitting to you this
report on progress toward a negotiated settle-
ment of the Cyprus question. The previous re-
port covered progress through September 15,
1993. The current report covers the remainder
of September through November 15, 1993.
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On September 20, 1993, the United Nations
Security Council responded to the September
14 Report of the Secretary General on his good
offices in Cyprus. The reply was contained in
a Presidential letter and conveyed the Security
Council’s continued support for the Secretary
General’s efforts. In the letter, the Security
Council reiterated the obligation of both parties
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to cooperate fully and without delay in reaching
an overall framework on the package of pro-
posals. It also expressed the Council’s recogni-
tion of the important role that Turkey could
play in this effort.

On October 4, Under Secretary of State Peter
Tarnoff met with Cyprus Foreign Minister
Michaelides in New York City. Mr. Tarnoff
stressed that the moment is ripe for pushing
toward a resolution of the Cyprus conflict. They
discussed proposals for an island-wide census
as requested by the United Nations and the
demilitarization of certain areas of the island.
Mr. Tarnoff welcomed all ideas that might stim-
ulate discussion and said that he appreciated
the Cypriot’s willingness to discuss new initia-
tives.

Ambassador John Maresca, U.S. Special Cy-
prus Coordinator, met with British Under Sec-
retary Greenstock in London on October 7. Mr.
Greenstock briefed the Ambassador on his Sep-
tember 16-18 visit to Cyprus. They discussed
benefits for both communities in the Secretary
General’s confidence-building measures (CBMs),
and agreed to the need to resume the intercom-
munal dialogue quickly after the Turkish Cypriot
elections. He also stated that it was important
to keep a dialogue open with both sides.

On October 12, Turkey dispatched former
Deputy Prime Minister Inonu to northern Cy-
prus to help resolve the dispute among the
Turkish Cypriot leadership about the election
issue. Turkey’s intercession was helpful in bring-
ing about a compromise that enabled the Turk-
ish Cypriots to hold their elections December
12.

On October 15, I met with Prime Minister
Ciller of Turkey and expressed my personal in-
terest in a just and permanent solution being
quickly achieved on Cyprus. I also reiterated
our position that Turkey must use its influence
and good offices with the Turkish Cypriots. She
assured me that Turkey fully supports the goal
of a resolution of the Cyprus problem and would
further explain the benefits of the CBMs to
the Turkish Cypriots.

The first U.N. teams of experts began their
review of the Varosha/Nicosia Airport CBMs in
Cyprus on October 17. The teams established
at the request of the Secretary General and
endorsed by the Security Council, had the man-
date to examine the various aspects of the pack-
age of CBMs related to the re-opening of the
fenced area of Varosha and Nicosia International
Airport.

United Nations Special Cyprus Negotiator
Clark visited Cyprus November 7-10 where he
met with the U.N. “experts teams” and with
President Clerides and Mr. Denktash. He said
that preliminary results from the teams showed
tremendous benefits for the two communities.
Mr. Clark also stated that progress on the CBMs
must be seen by the end of January. A delay
in implementing the CBMs, he added, could
cause serious difficulty, and might result in the
Security Council considering possible “alter-
native measures.” Mr. Clark again stressed the
need for Turkey to use its good offices in ensur-
ing a quick resumption of the negotiating proc-
ess.

Although there has been little movement dur-
ing this period because of the elections in north-
ern Cyprus, I am pleased to note that all in-
volved have indicated a willingness to return
to the negotiating table. Our position is well
known—we expect both sides to return to the
negotiations soon after the December 12 elec-
tions. As I noted several times, I firmly believe
that the Secetary General’s package of con-
fidence-building measures is fair and balanced,
and that its acceptance by both sides will hasten
a final overall framework agreement. I hope that
in my next report, I will be able to state that
negotiations have resumed and that progress is
being made.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM |. CLINTON
NoTE: Identical letters were sent to Thomas S.
Foley, Speaker of the House of Representatives,

and Claiborne Pell, Chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Commiittee.
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Nomination for Assistant Secretaries of the Army and Air Force

January 24, 1994

The President announced his intention today
to nominate three assistant secretaries at the
Pentagon: Gilbert F. Decker to be Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army for Research, Development
and Acquisition; Robert F. Hale to be Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force for Financial Man-
agement; and Sara E. Lister to be Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army for Manpower and Reserves.

“As I ask William Perry to take over the reins
at the Department of Defense, I am pleased

to be continuing the process of ensuring that
we have a strong team at every level of the
Pentagon,” said the President. “I expect Gilbert
Decker, Robert Hale, and Sara Lister to all play
an important role in keeping our armed services
the best in the world.”

NOTE: Biographies of the nominees were made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Nomination for the Federal Maritime Commission

January 24, 1994

The President announced today his intention
to nominate Joe Scroggins, Jr., to be Commis-
sioner of the Federal Maritime Commission.

“Joe Scroggins is a talented public servant
with an outstanding knowledge of maritime

issues. I thank him for his service on the Mari-
time Commission,” said the President.

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress on the State of the Union

January 25, 1994

Thank you very much. Mr. Speaker, Mr.
President, Members of the 103d Congress, my
fellow Americans:

I'm not at all sure what speech is in the
TelePrompter tonight—[laughter]—but 1 hope
we can talk about the state of the Union.

I ask you to begin by recalling the memory
of the giant who presided over this Chamber
with such force and grace. Tip O’Neill liked
to call himself “a man of the House.” And he
surely was that. But even more, he was a man
of the people, a bricklayer’s son who helped
to build the great American middle class. Tip
O'Neill never forgot who he was, where he
came from, or who sent him here. Tonight he’s
smiling down on us for the first time from the
Lord’s gallery. But in his honor, may we, too,
always remember who we are, where we come
from, and who sent us here. If we do that we
will return over and over again to the principle
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that if we simply give ordinary people equal
opportunity, quality education, and a fair shot
at the American dream, they will do extraor-
dinary things.

We gather tonight in a world of changes so
profound and rapid that all nations are tested.
Our American heritage has always been to mas-
ter such change, to use it to expand opportunity
at home and our leadership abroad. But for
too long and in too many ways, that heritage
was abandoned, and our country drifted.

For 30 years, family life in America has been
breaking down. For 20 years, the wages of work-
ing people have been stagnant or declining. For
the 12 years of trickle-down economics, we built
a false prosperity on a hollow base as our na-
tional debt quadrupled. From 1989 to 1992, we
experienced the slowest growth in a half cen-
tury. For too many families, even when both
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parents were working, the American dream has
been slipping away.

In 1992, the American people demanded that
we change. A year ago I asked all of you to
join me in accepting responsibility for the future
of our country. Well, we did. We replaced drift
and deadlock with renewal and reform. And I
want to thank every one of you here who heard
the American people, who broke gridlock, who
gave them the most successful teamwork be-
tween a President and a Congress in 30 years.

This Congress produced a budget that cut
the deficit by half a trillion dollars, cut spending,
and raised income taxes on only the wealthiest
Americans. This Congress produced tax relief
for millions of low-income workers to reward
work over welfare. It produced NAFTA. It pro-
duced the Brady bill, now the Brady law. And
thank you, Jim Brady, for being here, and God
bless you, sir.

This Congress produced tax cuts to reduce
the taxes of 9 out of 10 small businesses who
use the money to invest more and create more
jobs. It produced more research and treatment
for AIDS, more childhood immunizations, more
support for women’s health research, more af-
fordable college loans for the middle class, a
new national service program for those who
want to give something back to their country
and their communities for higher education, a
dramatic increase in high-tech investments to
move us from a defense to a domestic high-
tech economy. This Congress produced a new
law, the motor voter bill, to help millions of
people register to vote. It produced family and
medical leave. All passed; all signed into law
with not one single veto.

These accomplishments were all commitments
I made when I sought this office. And in fair-
ness, they all had to be passed by you in this
Congress. But I am persuaded that the real
credit belongs to the people who sent us here,
who pay our salaries, who hold our feet to the
fire.

But what we do here is really beginning to
change lives. Let me just give you one example.
I will never forget what the family and medical
leave law meant to just one father I met early
one Sunday morning in the White House. It
was unusual to see a family there touring early
Sunday morning, but he had his wife and his
three children there, one of them in a wheel-
chair. I came up, and after we had our picture
taken and had a little visit, I was walking off

and that man grabbed me by the arm and he
said, “Mr. President, let me tell you something.
My little girl here is desperately ill. She’s prob-
ably not going to make it. But because of the
family leave law, I was able to take time off
to spend with her, the most important time I
ever spent in my life, without losing my job
and hurting the rest of my family. It means
more to me than I will ever be able to say.
Don’t you people up here ever think what you
do doesn’t make a difference. It does.”

Though we are making a difference, our work
has just begun. Many Americans still haven’t
felt the impact of what we've done. The recov-
ery still hasn’t touched every community or cre-
ated enough jobs. Incomes are still stagnant.
There’s still too much violence and not enough
hope in too many places. Abroad, the young
democracies we are strongly supporting still face
very difficult times and look to us for leadership.
And so tonight, let us resolve to continue the
journey of renewal, to create more and better
jobs, to guarantee health security for all, to re-
ward work over welfare, to promote democracy
abroad, and to begin to reclaim our streets from
violent crime and drugs and gangs, to renew
our own American community.

Last year we began to put our house in order
by tackling the budget deficit that was driving
us toward bankruptcy. We cut $255 billion in
spending, including entitlements, and over 340
separate budget items. We froze domestic
spending and used honest budget numbers.

Led by the Vice President, we launched a
campaign to reinvent Government. We cut staff,
cut perks, even trimmed the fleet of Federal
limousines. After years of leaders whose rhetoric
attacked bureaucracy but whose action expanded
it, we will actually reduce it by 252,000 people
over the next 5 years. By the time we have
finished, the Federal bureaucracy will be at its
lowest point in 30 years.

Because the deficit was so large and because
they benefited from tax cuts in the 1980’s, we
did ask the wealthiest Americans to pay more
to reduce the deficit. So on April 15th, the
American people will discover the truth about
what we did last year on taxes. Only the top
1—[applause]l—yes, listen, the top 1.2 percent
of Americans, as I said all along, will pay higher
income tax rates. Let me repeat: Only the
wealthiest 1.2 percent of Americans will face
higher income tax rates, and no one else will.
And that is the truth.
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Of course, there were, as there always are
in politics, naysayers who said this plan wouldn’t
work. But they were wrong. When I became
President, the experts predicted that next year’s
deficit would be $300 billion. But because we
acted, those same people now say the deficit
is going to be under $180 billion, 40 percent
lower than was previously predicted.

Our economic program has helped to produce
the lowest core inflation rate and the lowest
interest rates in 20 years. And because those
interest rates are down, business investment and
equipment is growing at 7 times the rate of
the previous 4 years. Auto sales are way up.
Home sales are at a record high. Millions of
Americans have refinanced their homes. And
our economy has produced 1.6 million private
sector jobs in 1993, more than were created
in the previous 4 years combined.

The people who supported this economic plan
should be proud of its early results, proud. But
everyone in this Chamber should know and ac-
knowledge that there is more to do.

Next month I will send you one of the tough-
est budgets ever presented to Congress. It will
cut spending in more than 300 programs, elimi-
nate 100 domestic programs, and reform the
ways in which governments buy goods and serv-
ices. This year we must again make the hard
choices to live within the hard spending ceilings
we have set. We must do it. We have proved
we can bring the deficit down without choking
off recovery, without punishing seniors or the
middle class, and without putting our national
security at risk. If you will stick with this plan,
we will post 3 consecutive years of declining
deficits for the first time since Harry Truman
lived in the White House. And once again, the
buck stops here.

Our economic plan also bolsters our strength
and our credibility around the world. Once we
reduced the deficit and put the steel back into
our competitive edge, the world echoed with
the sound of falling trade barriers. In one year,
with NAFTA, with GATT, with our efforts in
Asia and the national export strategy, we did
more to open world markets to American prod-
ucts than at any time in the last two generations.
That means more jobs and rising living standards
for the American people, low deficits, low infla-
tion, low interest rates, low trade barriers, and
high investments. These are the building blocks
of our recovery. But if we want to take full
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advantage of the opportunities before us in the
global economy, you all know we must do more.

As we reduce defense spending, I ask Con-
gress to invest more in the technologies of to-
morrow. Defense conversion will keep us strong
militarily and create jobs for our people here
at home. As we protect our environment, we
must invest in the environmental technologies
of the future which will create jobs. This year
we will fight for a revitalized Clean Water Act
and a Safe Drinking Water Act and a reformed
Superfund program. And the Vice President is
right, we must also work with the private sector
to connect every classroom, every clinic, every
library, every hospital in America into a national
information superhighway by the year 2000.
Think of it: Instant access to information will
increase productivity, will help to educate our
children. It will provide better medical care. It
will create jobs. And I call on the Congress
to pass legislation to establish that information
superhighway this year.

As we expand opportunity and create jobs,
no one can be left out. We must continue to
enforce fair lending and fair housing and all
civil rights laws, because America will never be
complete in its renewal until everyone shares
in its bounty.

But we all know, too, we can do all these
things—put our economic house in order, ex-
pand world trade, target the jobs of the future,
guarantee equal opportunity—but if we’re hon-
est we'll all admit that this strategy still cannot
work unless we also give our people the edu-
cation, training, and skills they need to seize
the opportunities of tomorrow.

We must set tough, world-class academic and
occupational standards for all our children and
give our teachers and students the tools they
need to meet them. Our Goals 2000 proposal
will empower individual school districts to exper-
iment with ideas like chartering their schools
to be run by private corporations or having more
public school choice, to do whatever they wish
to do as long as we measure every school by
one high standard: Are our children learning
what they need to know to compete and win
in the global economy? Goals 2000 links world-
class standards to grassroots reforms. And I hope
Congress will pass it without delay.

Our school-to-work initiative will for the first
time link school to the world of work, providing
at least one year of apprenticeship beyond high
school. After all, most of the people we're
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counting on to build our economic future won't
graduate from college. It’s time to stop ignoring
them and start empowering them.

We must literally transform our outdated un-
employment system into a new reemployment
system. The old unemployment system just sort
of kept you going while you waited for your
old job to come back. Weve got to have a
new system to move people into new and better
jobs, because most of those old jobs just don’t
come back. And we know that the only way
to have real job security in the future, to get
a good job with a growing income, is to have
real skills and the ability to learn new ones.
So we've got to streamline today’s patchwork
of training programs and make them a source
of new skills for our people who lose their jobs.
Reemployment, not unemployment, must be-
come the centerpiece of our economic renewal.
I urge you to pass it in this session of Congress.

And just as we must transform our unemploy-
ment system, so must we also revolutionize our
welfare system. It doesn’t work. It defies our
values as a nation. If we value work, we can’t
justify a system that makes welfare more attrac-
tive than work if people are worried about losing
their health care. If we value responsibility, we
can’t ignore the $34 billion in child support ab-
sent parents ought to be paying to millions of
parents who are taking care of their children.
If we value strong families, we can’t perpetuate
a system that actually penalizes those who stay
together. Can you believe that a child who has
a child gets more money from the Government
for leaving home than for staying home with
a parent or a grandparent? That’s not just bad
policy, it’s wrong. And we ought to change it.

I worked on this problem for years before
I became President, with other Governors and
with Members of Congress of both parties and
with the previous administration of another
party. I worked on it with people who were
on welfare, lots of them. And I want to say
something to everybody here who cares about
this issue. The people who most want to change
this system are the people who are dependent
on it. They want to get off welfare. They want
to go back to work. They want to do right by
their kids.

I once had a hearing when I was a Governor,
and I brought in people on welfare from all
over America who had found their way to work.
The woman from my State who testified was
asked this question: What's the best thing about

being off welfare and in a job? And without
blinking an eye, she looked at 40 Governors,
and she said, “When my boy goes to school
and they say, ‘What does your mother do for
a living? he can give an answer.” These people
want a better system, and we ought to give
it to them.

Last year we began this. We gave the States
more power to innovate because we know that
a lot of great ideas come from outside Wash-
ington, and many States are already using it.
Then this Congress took a dramatic step. Instead
of taxing people with modest incomes into pov-
erty, we helped them to work their way out
of poverty by dramatically increasing the earned-
income tax credit. It will lift 15 million working
families out of poverty, rewarding work over
welfare, making it possible for people to be suc-
cessful workers and successful parents. Now
that’s real welfare reform.

But there is more to be done. This spring
I will send you a comprehensive welfare reform
bill that builds on the Family Support Act of
1988 and restores the basic values of work and
responsibility. We'll say to teenagers, “If you
have a child out of wedlock, we will no longer
give you a check to set up a separate household.
We want families to stay together”; say to absent
parents who aren’t paying their child support,
“If you're not providing for your children, we’ll
garnish your wages, suspend your license, track
you across State lines, and if necessary, make
some of you work off what you owe.” People
who bring children into this world cannot and
must not walk away from them. But to all those
who depend on welfare, we should offer ulti-
mately a simple compact. We'll provide the sup-
port, the job training, the child care you need
for up to 2 years. But after that, anyone who
can work, must, in the private sector wherever
possible, in community service if necessary.
That's the only way we’ll ever make welfare
what it ought to be, a second chance, not a
way of life.

I know it will be difficult to tackle welfare
reform in 1994 at the same time we tackle
health care. But let me point out, I think it
is inevitable and imperative. It is estimated that
one million people are on welfare today because
it’s the only way they can get health care cov-
erage for their children. Those who choose to
leave welfare for jobs without health benefits,
and many entry-level jobs don’t have health ben-
efits, find themselves in the incredible position
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of paying taxes that help to pay for health care
coverage for those who made the other choice,
to stay on welfare. No wonder people leave work
and go back to welfare to get health care cov-
erage. We've got to solve the health care prob-
lem to have real welfare reform.

So this year, we will make history by reform-
ing the health care system. And I would say
to you, all of you, my fellow public servants,
this is another issue where the people are way
ahead of the politicians. That may not be pop-
ular with either party, but it happens to be
the truth.

You know, the First Lady has received now
almost a million letters from people all across
America and from all walks of life. I'd like to
share just one of them with you. Richard Ander-
son of Reno, Nevada, lost his job and with it,
his health insurance. Two weeks later his wife,
Judy, suffered a cerebral aneurysm. He rushed
her to the hospital, where she stayed in intensive
care for 21 days. The Andersons” bills were over
$120,000. Although Judy recovered and Richard
went back to work at $8 an hour, the bills were
too much for them, and they were literally
forced into bankruptcy. “Mrs. Clinton,” he wrote
to Hillary, “no one in the United States of
America should have to lose everything they've
worked for all their lives because they were
unfortunate enough to become ill.” It was to
help the Richard and Judy Andersons of Amer-
ica that the First Lady and so many others have
worked so hard and so long on this health care
reform issue. We owe them our thanks and our
action.

I know there are people here who say there’s
no health care crisis. Tell it to Richard and
Judy Anderson. Tell it to the 58 million Ameri-
cans who have no coverage at all for some time
each year. Tell it to the 81 million Americans
with those preexisting conditions. Those folks
are paying more, or they can’t get insurance
at all, or they can’t ever change their jobs be-
cause they or someone in their family has one
of those preexisting conditions. Tell it to the
small businesses burdened by the skyrocketing
cost of insurance. Most small businesses cover
their employees, and they pay on average 35
percent more in premiums than big businesses
or Government. Or tell it to the 76 percent
of insured Americans, three out of four, whose
policies have lifetime limits, and that means they
can find themselves without any coverage at all
just when they need it the most. So if any of
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you believe there’s no crisis, you tell it to those
people, because I can't.

There are some people who literally do not
understand the impact of this problem on peo-
ple’s lives. And all you have to do is go out
and listen to them. Just go talk to them any-
where in any congressional district in this coun-
try. Theyre Republicans and Democrats and
independents; it doesn’t have a lick to do with
party. They think we don’t get it. And it’s time
we show them that we do get it.

From the day we began, our health care ini-
tiative has been designed to strengthen what
is good about our health care system: the world’s
best health care professionals, cutting-edge re-
search and wonderful research institutions,
Medicare for older Americans. None of this,
none of it should be put at risk.

But were paying more and more money for
less and less care. Every year fewer and fewer
Americans even get to choose their doctors.
Every year doctors and nurses spend more time
on paperwork and less time with patients be-
cause of the absolute bureaucratic nightmare the
present system has become. This system is rid-
dled with inefficiency, with abuse, with fraud,
and everybody knows it. In today’s health care
system, insurance companies call the shots. They
pick whom they cover and how they cover them.
They can cut off your benefits when you need
your coverage the most. They are in charge.

What does it mean? It means every night
millions of well-insured Americans go to bed
just an illness, an accident, or a pink slip away
from having no coverage or financial ruin. It
means every morning millions of Americans go
to work without any health insurance at all,
something the workers in no other advanced
country in the world do. It means that every
year more and more hard-working people are
told to pick a new doctor because their boss
has had to pick a new plan. And countless others
turn down better jobs because they know if they
take the better job, they will lose their health
insurance. If we just let the health care system
continue to drift, our country will have people
with less care, fewer choices, and higher bills.

Now, our approach protects the quality of
care and people’s choices. It builds on what
works today in the private sector, to expand
employer-based coverage, to guarantee private
insurance for every American. And I might say,
employer-based private insurance for every
American was proposed 20 years ago by Presi-
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dent Richard Nixon to the United States Con-
gress. It was a good idea then, and it's a better
idea today.

Why do we want guaranteed private insur-
ance? Because right now 9 out of 10 people
who have insurance get it through their employ-
ers. And that should continue. And if your em-
ployer is providing good benefits at reasonable
prices, that should continue, too. That ought
to make the Congress and the President feel
better.

Our goal is health insurance everybody can
depend on: comprehensive benefits that cover
preventive care and prescription drugs; health
premiums that don’t just explode when you get
sick or you get older; the power, no matter
how small your business is, to choose depend-
able insurance at the same competitive rates
governments and big business get today; one
simple form for people who are sick; and most
of all, the freedom to choose a plan and the
right to choose your own doctor.

Our approach protects older Americans. Every
plan before the Congress proposes to slow the
growth of Medicare. The difference is this: We
believe those savings should be used to improve
health care for senior citizens. Medicare must
be protected, and it should cover prescription
drugs, and we should take the first steps in
covering long-term care. To those who would
cut Medicare without protecting seniors, I say
the solution to today’s squeeze on middle class
working people’s health care is not to put the
squeeze on middle class retired people’s health
care. We can do better than that.

When it’s all said and done, it’s pretty simple
to me. Insurance ought to mean what it used
to mean: You pay a fair price for security, and
when you get sick, health care’s always there,
no matter what.

Along with the guarantee of health security,
we all have to admit, too, there must be more
responsibility on the part of all of us in how
we use this system. People have to take their
kids to get immunized. We should all take ad-
vantage of preventive care. We must all work
together to stop the violence that explodes our
emergency rooms. We have to practice better
health habits, and we can’t abuse the system.
And those who don’t have insurance under our
approach will get coverage, but theyll have to
pay something for it, too. The minority of busi-
nesses that provide no insurance at all, and in
so doing shift the cost of the care of their em-

ployees to others, should contribute something.
People who smoke should pay more for a pack
of cigarettes. Everybody can contribute some-
thing if we want to solve the health care crisis.
There can’t be any more something for nothing.
It will not be easy but it can be done.

Now, in the coming months I hope very much
to work with both Democrats and Republicans
to reform a health care system by using the
market to bring down costs and to achieve last-
ing health security. But if you look at history
we see that for 60 years this country has tried
to reform health care. President Roosevelt tried.
President Truman tried. President Nixon tried.
President Carter tried. Every time the special
interests were powerful enough to defeat them.
But not this time.

I know that facing up to these interests will
require courage. It will raise critical questions
about the way we finance our campaigns and
how lobbyists yield their influence. The work
of change, frankly, will never get any easier until
we limit the influence of well-financed interests
who profit from this current system. So I also
must now call on you to finish the job both
Houses began last year by passing tough and
meaningful campaign finance reform and lobby
reform legislation this year.

You know, my fellow Americans, this is really
a test for all of us. The American people provide
those of us in Government service with terrific
health care benefits at reasonable costs. We have
health care that’s always there. I think we need
to give every hard-working, tax-paying American
the same health care security they have already
given to us.

I want to make this very clear. I am open,
as I have said repeatedly, to the best ideas of
concerned Members of both parties. I have no
special brief for any specific approach, even in
our own bill, except this: If you send me legisla-
tion that does not guarantee every American
private health insurance that can never be taken
away, you will force me to take this pen, veto
the legislation, and we’ll come right back here
and start all over again.

But I don’t think that’s going to happen. I
think we’re ready to act now. I believe that
youre ready to act now. And if youre ready
to guarantee every American the same health
care that you have, health care that can never
be taken away, now—not next year or the year
after—now is the time to stand with the people
who sent us here, now.
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As we take these steps together to renew our
strength at home, we cannot turn away from
our obligation to renew our leadership abroad.
This is a promising moment. Because of the
agreements we have reached this year, last year,
Russia’s strategic nuclear missiles soon will no
longer be pointed at the United States, nor will
we point ours at them. Instead of building weap-
ons in space, Russian scientists will help us to
build the international space station.

Of course, there are still dangers in the world:
rampant arms proliferation, bitter regional con-
flicts, ethnic and nationalist tensions in many
new democracies, severe environmental degrada-
tion the world over, and fanatics who seek to
cripple the world’s cities with terror. As the
world’s greatest power, we must, therefore,
maintain our defenses and our responsibilities.

This year, we secured indictments against ter-
rorists and sanctions against those who harbor
them. We worked to promote environmentally
sustainable economic growth. We achieved
agreements with Ukraine, with Belarus, with
Kazahkstan to eliminate completely their nuclear
arsenal. We are working to achieve a Korean
Peninsula free of nuclear weapons. We will seek
early ratification of a treaty to ban chemical
weapons worldwide. And earlier today, we
joined with over 30 nations to begin negotiations
on a comprehensive ban to stop all nuclear test-
ing.

But nothing, nothing is more important to
our security than our Nation’s Armed Forces.
We honor their contributions, including those
who are carrying out the longest humanitarian
air lift in history in Bosnia, those who will com-
plete their mission in Somalia this year and their
brave comrades who gave their lives there. Our
forces are the finest military our Nation has
ever had. And I have pledged that as long as
I am President, they will remain the best
equipped, the best trained, and the best pre-
pared fighting force on the face of the Earth.

Last year I proposed a defense plan that
maintains our post-cold-war security at a lower
cost. This year many people urged me to cut
our defense spending further to pay for other
Government programs. I said no. The budget
I send to Congress draws the line against further
defense cuts. It protects the readiness and qual-
ity of our forces. Ultimately, the best strategy
is to do that. We must not cut defense further.
I hope the Congress, without regard to party,
will support that position.
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Ultimately, the best strategy to ensure our
security and to build a durable peace is to sup-
port the advance of democracy elsewhere. De-
mocracies don’t attack each other. They make
better trading partners and partners in diplo-
macy. That is why we have supported, you and
I, the democratic reformers in Russia and in
the other states of the former Soviet bloc. I
applaud the bipartisan support this Congress
provided last year for our initiatives to help Rus-
sia, Ukraine, and the other states through their
epic transformations.

Our support of reform must combine patience
for the enormity of the task and vigilance for
our fundamental interest and values. We will
continue to urge Russia and the other states
to press ahead with economic reforms. And we
will seek to cooperate with Russia to solve re-
gional problems, while insisting that if Russian
troops operate in neighboring states, they do
so only when those states agree to their pres-
ence and in strict accord with international
standards.

But we must also remember as these nations
chart their own futures—and they must chart
their own futures—how much more secure and
more prosperous our own people will be if
democratic and market reforms succeed all
across the former Communist bloc. Our policy
has been to support that move, and that has
been the policy of the Congress. We should
continue it.

That is why I went to Europe earlier this
month, to work with our European partners,
to help to integrate all the former Communist
countries into a Europe that has a possibility
of becoming unified for the first time in its
entire history, its entire history, based on the
simple commitments of all nations in Europe
to democracy, to free markets, and to respect
for existing borders.

With our allies we have created a Partnership
For Peace that invites states from the former
Soviet bloc and other non-NATO members to
work with NATO in military cooperation. When
I met with Central Europe’s leaders, including
Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel, men who put
their lives on the line for freedom, I told them
that the security of their region is important
to our country’s security.

This year we must also do more to support
democratic renewal and human rights and sus-
tainable development all around the world. We
will ask Congress to ratify the new GATT ac-
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cord. We will continue standing by South Africa
as it works its way through its bold and hopeful
and difficult transition to democracy. We will
convene a summit of the Western Hemisphere’s
democratic leaders from Canada to the tip of
South America. And we will continue to press
for the restoration of true democracy in Haiti.
And as we build a more constructive relationship
with China, we must continue to insist on clear
signs of improvement in that nation’s human
rights record.

We will also work for new progress toward
the Middle East peace. Last year the world
watched Yitzhak Rabin and Yasser Arafat at the
White House when they had their historic hand-
shake of reconciliation. But there is a long, hard
road ahead. And on that road I am determined
that T and our administration will do all we
can to achieve a comprehensive and lasting
peace for all the peoples of the region.

Now, there are some in our country who
argue that with the cold war, America should
turn its back on the rest of the world. Many
around the world were afraid we would do just
that. But I took this office on a pledge that
had no partisan tinge, to keep our Nation secure
by remaining engaged in the rest of the world.
And this year, because of our work together,
enacting NAFTA, keeping our military strong
and prepared, supporting democracy abroad, we
have reaffirmed America’s leadership, America’s
engagement. And as a result, the American peo-
ple are more secure than they were before.

But while Americans are more secure from
threats abroad, I think we all know that in many
ways we are less secure from threats here at
home. Every day the national peace is shattered
by crime. In Petaluma, California, an innocent
slumber party gives way to agonizing tragedy
for the family of Polly Klaas. An ordinary train
ride on Long Island ends in a hail of 9-milli-
meter rounds. A tourist in Florida is nearly
burned alive by bigots simply because he is
black. Right here in our Nation’s Capital, a
brave young man named Jason White, a police-
man, the son and grandson of policemen, is
ruthlessly gunned down. Violent crime and the
fear it provokes are crippling our society, lim-
iting personal freedom, and fraying the ties that
bind us.

The crime bill before Congress gives you a
chance to do something about it, a chance to
be tough and smart. What does that mean? Let
me begin by saying I care a lot about this issue.
Many years ago, when I started out in public

life, T was the attorney general of my State.
I served as a Governor for a dozen years. I
know what it’s like to sign laws increasing pen-
alties, to build more prison cells, to carry out
the death penalty. I understand this issue. And
it is not a simple thing.

First, we must recognize that most violent
crimes are committed by a small percentage of
criminals who too often break the laws even
when they are on parole. Now those who com-
mit crimes should be punished. And those who
commit repeated violent crimes should be told,
“When you commit a third violent crime, you
will be put away, and put away for good; three
strikes and you are out.”

Second, we must take serious steps to reduce
violence and prevent crime, beginning with
more police officers and more community polic-
ing. We know right now that police who work
the streets, know the folks, have the respect
of the neighborhood kids, focus on high crime
areas, we know that they are more likely to
prevent crime as well as catch criminals. Look
at the experience of Houston, where the crime
rate dropped 17 percent in one year when that
approach was taken.

Here tonight is one of those community po-
licemen, a brave, young detective, Kevin Jett,
whose beat is eight square blocks in one of
the toughest neighborhoods in New York. Every
day he restores some sanity and safety and a
sense of values and connections to the people
whose lives he protects. I'd like to ask him to
stand up and be recognized tonight. Thank you,
sir. [Applause]

You will be given a chance to give the chil-
dren of this country, the law-abiding working
people of this country—and don’t forget, in the
toughest neighborhoods in this country, in the
highest crime neighborhoods in this country, the
vast majority of people get up every day and
obey the law, pay their taxes, do their best to
raise their kids. They deserve people like Kevin
Jett. And you're going to be given a chance
to give the American people another 100,000
of them, well trained. And I urge you to do
it.

You have before you crime legislation which
also establishes a police corps to encourage
young people to get an education and pay it
off by serving as police officers; which encour-
ages retiring military personnel to move into
police forces, an inordinate resource for our
country; one which has a safe schools provision
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which will give our young people the chance
to walk to school in safety and to be in school
in safety instead of dodging bullets. These are
important things.

The third thing we have to do is to build
on the Brady bill, the Brady law, to take further
steps to keep guns out of the hands of criminals.
I want to say something about this issue. Hunt-
ers must always be free to hunt. Law-abiding
adults should always be free to own guns and
protect their homes. I respect that part of our
culture; I grew up in it. But I want to ask
the sportsmen and others who lawfully own guns
to join us in this campaign to reduce gun vio-
lence. I say to you, I know you didn't create
this problem, but we need your help to solve
it. There is no sporting purpose on Earth that
should stop the United States Congress from
banishing assault weapons that out-gun police
and cut down children.

Fourth, we must remember that drugs are
a factor in an enormous percentage of crimes.
Recent studies indicate, sadly, that drug use is
on the rise again among our young people. The
crime bill contains—all the crime bills contain—
more money for drug treatment for criminal ad-
dicts and boot camps for youthful offenders that
include incentives to get off drugs and to stay
off drugs. Our administration’s budget, with all
its cuts, contains a large increase in funding
for drug treatment and drug education. You
must pass them both. We need them des-
perately.

My fellow Americans, the problem of violence
is an American problem. It has no partisan or
philosophical element. Therefore, I urge you to
find ways as quickly as possible to set aside
partisan differences and pass a strong, smart,
tough crime bill. But further, I urge you to
consider this: As you demand tougher penalties
for those who choose violence, let us also re-
member how we came to this sad point. In
our toughest neighborhoods, on our meanest
streets, in our poorest rural areas, we have seen
a stunning and simultaneous breakdown of com-
munity, family, and work, the heart and soul
of civilized society. This has created a vast vacu-
um which has been filled by violence and drugs
and gangs. So I ask you to remember that even
as we say no to crime, we must give people,
especially our young people, something to say
yes to.

Many of our initiatives, from job training to
welfare reform to health care to national service,
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will help to rebuild distressed communities, to
strengthen families, to provide work. But more
needs to be done. That’s what our community
empowerment agenda is all about, challenging
businesses to provide more investment through
empowerment zones, ensuring banks will make
loans in the same communities their deposits
come from, passing legislation to unleash the
power of capital through community develop-
ment banks to create jobs, opportunity, and
hope where they’re needed most.

I think you know that to really solve this
problem, we'll all have to put our heads to-
gether, leave our ideological armor aside, and
find some new ideas to do even more. And
let's be honest, we all know something else too:
Our problems go way beyond the reach of Gov-
ernment. They're rooted in the loss of values,
in the disappearance of work, and the break-
down of our families and our communities.

My fellow Americans, we can cut the deficit,
create jobs, promote democracy around the
world, pass welfare reform and health care, pass
the toughest crime bill in history, but still leave
too many of our people behind. The American
people have got to want to change from within
if we're going to bring back work and family
and community. We cannot renew our country
when within a decade more than half of the
children will be born into families where there
has been no marriage. We cannot renew this
country when 13-year-old boys get semiauto-
matic weapons to shoot 9-year-olds for kicks.
We can’t renew our country when children are
having children and the fathers walk away as
if the kids don’t amount to anything. We can’t
renew the country when our businesses eagerly
look for new investments and new customers
abroad but ignore those people right here at
home who would give anything to have their
jobs and would gladly buy their products if they
had the money to do it. We can’t renew our
country unless more of us—I mean, all of us—
are willing to join the churches and the other
good citizens, people like all the—like ministers
I've worked with over the years or the priests
and the nuns I met at Our Lady of Help in
east Los Angeles or my good friend Tony
Campollo in Philadelphia, unless were willing
to work with people like that, people who are
saving kids, adopting schools, making streets
safer. All of us can do that. We can’t renew
our country until we realize that governments
don’t raise children, parents do.
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Parents who know their children’s teachers
and turn off the television and help with the
homework and teach their kids right from
wrong, those kinds of parents can make all the
difference. I know; I had one. I'm telling you,
we have got to stop pointing our fingers at these
kids who have no future and reach our hands
out to them. Our country needs it, we need
it, and they deserve it.

So I say to you tonight, let’s give our children
a future. Let us take away their guns and give
them books. Let us overcome their despair and
replace it with hope. Let us, by our example,
teach them to obey the law, respect our neigh-
bors, and cherish our values. Let us weave these
sturdy threads into a new American community
that can once more stand strong against the
forces of despair and evil because everybody
has a chance to walk into a better tomorrow.

Oh, there will be naysayers who fear that we
won’t be equal to the challenges of this time.
But they misread our history, our heritage. Even
today’s headlines, all those things tell us we can
and we will overcome any challenge.

When the earth shook and fires raged in Cali-
fornia, when I saw the Mississippi deluge the

farmlands of the Midwest in a 500-year flood,
when the century’s bitterest cold swept from
North Dakota to Newport News, it seemed as
though the world itself was coming apart at the
seams. But the American people, they just came
together. They rose to the occasion, neighbor
helping neighbor, strangers risking life and limb
to save total strangers, showing the better angels
of our nature.

Let us not reserve the better angels only for
natural disasters, leaving our deepest and most
profound problems to petty political fighting.
Let us instead be true to our spirit, facing facts,
coming together, bringing hope, and moving for-
ward.

Tonight, my fellow Americans, we are sum-
moned to answer a question as old as the Re-
public itself: What is the state of our Union?
It is growing stronger, but it must be stronger
still. With your help and God’s help, it will
be.

Thank you, and God bless America.

NoTE: The President spoke at 9:15 p.m. in the
House Chamber of the Capitol.

Nomination for Commandant of the United States Coast Guard

January 25, 1994

The President announced his intention today
to nominate Rear Admiral Robert E. Kramek,
USCG, to be the 20th Commandant of the U.S.
Coast Guard, Department of Transportation.

“Admiral Kramek has served his country
proudly for 33 years and has distinguished him-
self through his performance in a number of
challenging assignments,” said the President.
“He has consistently demonstrated the strong

Message to the Congress Transmitting

January 26, 1994

To the Congress of the United States:

On June 3, 1993, I determined and reported
to the Congress that Bulgaria is in full compli-
ance with the freedom of emigration criteria

leadership ability the Coast Guard needs to re-
main the vital service that it always has been.
I am confident that he will perform up to the
high standards set by his predecessor, Admiral
Bill Kime.”

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

a Report on Bulgaria

of sections 402 and 409 of the Trade Act of
1974. This determination allowed for the con-
tinuation of most-favored nation (MFN) status
and certain U.S. Government financial programs
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for Bulgaria without the requirement of a waiv-
er.
As required by law, I am submitting an up-
dated Report to Congress concerning emigration
laws and policies of the Republic of Bulgaria.
You will find that the report indicates continued
Bulgarian compliance with U.S. and inter-

national standards in the areas of emigration
and human rights policy.

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

The White House,
January 26, 1994.

Message to the Senate Transmitting Organization of American States

Protocols
January 26, 1994

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice and con-
sent of the Senate to ratification, I transmit
herewith the “Protocol of Washington” adopted
on December 14, 1992, by the Sixteenth Special
Session of the General Assembly of the Organi-
zation of American States (OAS) and signed by
the United States on January 23, 1993, and the
“Protocol of Managua” adopted by the Nine-
teenth Special Session of the OAS General As-
sembly on June 10, 1993, and signed that day
by the United States. I also transmit for the
information of the Senate, the report of the
Department of State with respect to the two
Protocols, both of which comprise amendments
to the Charter of the Organization of American
States.

The Charter amendments of the “Protocol of
Washington;” (a) incorporate a procedure for
suspending the right of a Member State to par-
ticipate in OAS policy bodies when its democrat-
ically constituted government has been over-
thrown by force; and (b) address the situation
of extreme poverty in the hemisphere.

The Charter amendments of the “Protocol of
Managua” are aimed at rendering the delivery

of OAS provided technical cooperation more ef-
fective and thereby giving practical effect to the
Organization’s efforts to eliminate extreme pov-
erty. The Charter amendments would create a
single Inter-American Council for Integral De-
velopment to replace the existing Inter-Amer-
ican Economic and Social Council (CIES) and
the Inter-American Council for Education,
Science and Culture (CIECC).

Early and favorable action by the Senate on
the “Protocol of Washington” and the “Protocol
of Managua” would send a strong signal to other
OAS Member States that the United States is
firmly committed to strengthening the multilat-
eral and institutional means for protecting and
promoting democracy in the region and to ad-
dressing the problems of extreme poverty and
integral development.

I recommend that the Senate give early and
favorable consideration to the Protocols and give
its advice and consent to ratification of the Pro-
tocols at an early date.

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

The White House,
January 26, 1994.

Message to the Congress Transmitting the Greece-United States

Social Security Agreement
January 26, 1994

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to section 233(e)(1) of the Social
Security Act, as amended by the Social Security
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Amendments of 1977 (Public Law 95-216, 42
U.S.C. 433¢)(1)), I transmit herewith the Agree-
ment between the United States and Greece
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on Social Security, which consists of two sepa-
rate instruments: a principal agreement and an
administrative arrangement. The Agreement was
signed at Athens on June 22, 1993.

The United States-Greece agreement contains
all provisions mandated by section 233 and other
provisions which I deem appropriate to carry
out the provisions of section 233, pursuant to
section 233(c)(4). It is similar in objective to
the social security agreements already in force
with Austria, Belgium, Canada, Finland, France,
Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Neth-
erlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Swit-
zerland, and the United Kingdom. Such bilateral
agreements provide for limited coordination be-
tween the United States and foreign social secu-
rity systems to eliminate dual social security cov-
erage and taxation, and to help prevent the loss
of benefit protection that can occur when work-
ers divide their careers between two countries.

I also transmit for the information of the Con-
gress a report prepared by the Department of
Health and Human Services explaining the key
points of the Agreement, along with a para-
graph-by-paragraph explanation of the provisions
of the principal agreement and the related ad-
ministrative arrangement. Annexed to this report
is the report required by section 233(e)(1) of
the Social Security Act on the effect of the
Agreement on income and expenditures of the
U.S. Social Security program and the number
of individuals affected by the Agreement. The
Department of State and the Department of
Health and Human Services have recommended
the Agreement and related documents to me.

I commend the United States-Greece Social
Security Agreement and related documents.

WiLLIAM ]. CLINTON

The White House,
January 26, 1994.

Appointment for a Deputy Assistant Secretary of Veterans Affairs

January 26, 1994

The President today appointed Gil Coronado,
a retired Air Force Colonel with service in Viet-
nam, to be Deputy Assistant Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs for Legislative Affairs.

“Gil Coronado has served this country with
distinction for more than 30 years,” said the

President. “I think he will do an outstanding
job helping to steer our veterans’ legislation
through Congress.”

NOTE: A biography of the appointee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Nomination for Court of Appeals and District Court Judges

January 27, 1994

The President today nominated ten individ-
uals to serve on the Federal bench, four for
the U.S. Courts of Appeals and six for the U.S.
District Courts, representing the States of Cali-
fornia, Illinois, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island,
and South Carolina.

Diana Motz of Maryland was nominated to
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Cir-
cuit, and the President named three individuals
to the Fifth Circuit: Fortunato “Pete” Benavides
and Robert M. Parker of Texas, and Carl E.
Stewart of Louisiana.

The President also named six U.S. District
Court judges: Audrey B. Collins, Central District
of California; Ruben Castillo, Northern District
of Tllinois; Deborah A. Batts, Southern District
of New York; James G. Carr, Northern District
of Ohio; Mary M. Lisi, District of Rhode Island;
and Cameron M. Currie, District of South Caro-
lina.

“These ten individuals have records of distinc-
tion and achievement in public service and the
legal profession,” the President said today. “I
am confident that they will continue to distin-
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guish themselves, as members of the Federal
judiciary.”

NOTE: Biographies of the nominees were made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Appointment for Environmental Protection Agency Regional Administrator

January 27, 1994

The President today appointed former Massa-
chusetts secretary of environmental affairs John
P. DeVillars to be the Environmental Protection
Agency’s Region 1 Administrator.

“I have worked with and respected John
DeVillars for nearly a decade,” said the Presi-

dent. “I am proud that he is bringing his consid-
erable energy and talent to protecting the very
special environment of New England.”

NOTE: A biography of the appointee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Remarks to a National Conference of Mayors

January 28, 1994

Thank you very much, Mr. Vice President,
all the members of our Cabinet who are here,
and all those who have been here. I trust they've
done such a good job that they've taken care
of all the heavy lifting. [Laughter]

Mayor Abramson, I'm glad to be here with
you and all your colleagues. And I thank you
for coming to the White House and for coming
to Washington. We need your help. I look out
in this crowd today, and I see a lot of people
with whom I have worked, people I know, peo-
ple I consider my friends, and most importantly
people I consider to be Americans in the best
sense now, trying to come to grips with these
problems.

This is going to be a good week for me.
I long for the days when the mayors and the
Governors come to town. It is in those days
that this city is at its least partisan. When we
have people who are responsible for running
things, getting results, dealing with problems
that have no necessary partisan content, I feel
that at least there is a moment of hope in the
air that we will be able to break out of this
crazy paralysis that too often dominates this city.
And so I am delighted to see you all.

I also want to thank you for the contributions
you have made and will continue to make to
the life and the ideas of this administration.
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I saw the press conference yesterday that Mayor
Daley, I think, and Mayor Johnson, maybe some
others had, on the meltdown of the weapons.
I received a copy of Mayor Rendell’s letter to
the Vice President on suggestions for an urban
agenda, gave the instructions that we should re-
view those ideas in a hurry. I've had a lot of
talks in the last few days with Mayor Archer,
Mayor Riley, and Mayor Rice. Mayor Webb has
talked to me about his efforts.

I want to say a special word of thanks to
Mayor Abramson for the op-ed piece that he
wrote about—I think it was called your Russell
Project, is that what—because you made the
point that I have seen in Louisville, in Cleve-
land, in Chicago, and many other places, that
there really are things that we can do if we
have the right sort of partnership. There are
ways to use the relatively modest amount of
Federal money now available to match with local
funds and private sector funds to really do
things to get a lot of our troubled urban areas
going again. And that was a very important point
because there’s a lot of cynicism about that
around this town. And you helped to put a fresh
note of reality into our discussions, and I appre-
ciate that very much.
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We're working hard up here to do a number
of things, and I won’t go through all of them.
The Cabinet has doubtless discussed them with
you. I would prefer, if I might, just to talk
for a few moments about the crime bill. Yester-
day I received a letter from the mayors of eight
of our largest cities—Mayors Giuliani, Daley,
Riordan, Rendell, Lanier, Archer, White, and
Goldsmith—all backing the plan to put another
100,000 police officers on the street.

In the days following the quake in Los Ange-
les, the number of police officers on patrol, on
actual patrol, was tripled, and crime in Los An-
geles dropped so much that there were just
50 arrests per day in the whole huge city. That’s
one-tenth, T'll say again, one-tenth the normal
number of arrests on any given day. In other
words, crime dropped by 90 percent. I want
to ask each of you here today, therefore, to
help us to pass this crime bill and to do it
in a timely fashion, to come back here with
your colleagues without regard to party, and
when you can, to bring your police chiefs and
work for the next 60 days walking a beat in
the Halls of Congress. You can be the commu-
nity police for your cities here for the next 60
days.

With the crime bill, we’ll get the police. We'll
get drug treatment for those charged and con-
victed of crimes. We'll get boot camps for first
time offenders. We’ll get a ban on assault weap-
ons and a number of other useful features. Just
yesterday, the Vice President went to Dunbar
High School where the day before there were
shootouts in a hallway and in front of the school.
In too many of our schools, guns have trans-
formed the environment from one of learning
to one of fear. And I looked at the television
news last night, and I saw one of the young
women looking at the Vice President saying, “If
you guys can send a person to the Moon, why
can’t you get guns out of our streets and
schools?” Inconveniently, the television switched
to another subject before I heard his answer.
But the young woman certainly asked the right
question.

This administration does favor stronger pun-
ishment when it’s appropriate. I do believe in
the “three strikes and you’re out” concept for
violent criminals. It is clearly true that a small
number of total criminals commit a large portion
of violent crimes. So that is something we ought
to do. But I think every one of us know, if
you've ever walked the streets, really walked

the streets of the crime-infested area, have ever
really talked to the people who live there, who
ever really focused on the fact that most people
in the highest crime areas of America still obey
the law, get up every day and go to work, try
to raise their kids, try to do the very best they
can. What they really want is safety in the first
place, which means that we have to follow strat-
egies that can also prevent crime, and we have
to bring hope back to those places. We have
to support the families and rebuild the commu-
nities and give people work.

I know of no example where you have a suc-
cessful civilized society without strong elements
of work, family, and community. And when all
three break down at once, it should not be
surprising to anyone that the vacuum created
leads to crime and gangs and guns. So we have
a lot of work to do.

Our community empowerment agenda is the
beginning of that work, and it can lead to a
lot more projects like the one that Mayor
Abramson discussed in his fine op-ed piece. But
let me say for now, if you want me to be able
to go out across this country and tell the Amer-
ican people they need to take more responsi-
bility for their children and their neighborhoods
and their communities, to try to help you to
mobilize the support of the private sector to
invest in the empowerment zones and take ad-
vantage of other opportunities in cities, the first
thing we have to do is to do our part by passing
a good crime bill and by doing it in a timely
fashion. When I discussed this with some of
you recently, one of the things you wanted to
do is to make sure that if we said that bill
would fund 100,000 policemen, that it would
in fact do that on the terms as advertised. I
think you need to make sure that’s going to
happen.

Another thing we discussed is to make sure
that we had some initiatives which would also
provide incentives for people to avoid crime or
young people to turn away from crime. We need
to experiment with things to see what actually
lowers the crime rate. We know for sure that
more people on patrol lowers the crime rate.
I mean, Los Angeles just taught us that one
more time. And we know there are some other
things that do as well.

So, as you come up here to lobby, I ask
you to give us the benefit of your ideas, your
experience, and make sure we get the best pos-
sible bill. But the main thing is, we do not
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need to fool around with this for 6 months.
I mean, there’s already been a crime bill passed
the Senate; there’s already been a number of
bills passed the House. We know now how we're
going to pay for this and within range how much
money we can spend on it, and we have it
paid for. And our administration’s budget, tight
though it is, actually provides the funding for
it. So let’s do it, and let’s do it with the benefit
of the mayors and the chiefs of police who know
what it is to do it right.
Thank you very much.

NotE: The President spoke at 3:57 p.m. in the
East Room at the White House. In his remarks,
he referred to the following mayors: Jerry
Abramson of Louisville, KY; Richard Daley of
Chicago, IL; Paul Johnson of Phoenix, AZ; Ed-
ward Rendell of Philadelphia, PA; Dennis W.
Archer of Detroit, MI; Joseph P. Riley, Jr. of
Charleston, SC; Norman B. Rice of Seattle, WA;
Wellington E. Webb of Denver, CO; Rudolph W.
Giuliani of New York City; Richard Riordan of
Los Angeles; Bob Lanier of Houston, TX; Michael
White of Cleveland, OH; and Stephen Goldsmith
of Indianapolis, IN.

Statement on Oregon Governor Barbara Roberts” Decision Not To Seek

Reelection
January 28, 1994

It was with regret that I learned of Oregon
Governor Barbara Roberts™ decision not to seek
reelection.

I have been very fortunate to work with the
Governor on issues affecting the people of the
Northwest and the Nation: health care, eco-
nomic opportunity, and the protection of our

Nomination for District of Columbia
January 28, 1994

The President today announced that he in-
tends to nominate Judith Bartnoff and Zoe Bush
to serve as Associate Judges on the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia.

“Judith Bartnoff and Zoe Bush have both dis-
tinguished themselves throughout their legal ca-
reers as dedicated and accomplished profes-

The President’s Radio Address
January 29, 1994

Good morning. If I sound a little hoarse
today, it’s because I haven't completely recov-
ered my voice which I lost after I gave the
State of the Union Address to Congress. You
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natural resources. Her leadership on these and
other issues will be missed.

I commend Governor Roberts for her dedica-
tion to the people of Oregon throughout her
20 years of public service. My best wishes go
out to the Governor and her family.

Superior Court Associate ]udges

sionals,” said the President. “I am confident that
they will serve the people of the District of
Columbia well on the Superior Court bench.”

NOTE: Biographies of the nominees were made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

know, I don’t like losing my voice, but frankly,
it wouldn't be a bad thing in Washington if
more people had to lower their voices and listen
to you a little more. I think if they did, it would
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strengthen their determination to keep fighting
to change this country for the better.

A lot of changes have occurred in the last
year, and you, basically, deserve the credit for
it, even though Congress had to enact the laws
that I proposed. There’s been an economic plan
that cuts the deficit by half a trillion dollars,
more than 1.6 million new jobs in the private
sector, tax relief for 15 million low- and mod-
erate-wage workers to reward work over welfare,
a family and medical leave law to enable people
to take a little time off when there’s a child
born or a parent sick without losing their jobs,
the Brady bill to keep more guns out of the
hands of criminals, more affordable loans for
the middle class, and a national service program
for young people who want to give something
back to their communities and their country and
earn credit toward a college education.

And it’s beginning to pay off. Yesterday we
received very encouraging growth figures for the
last 3 months of 1993. This economic plan is
promoting the right kind of recovery and growth
through smaller deficits, lower interest rates,
lower inflation, and productive investment. It’s
not the kind of growth we had too much in
the 1980’s, where there was ballooning debt and
paper prosperity.

I know a lot of you aren’t yet feeling the
benefits of these changes, and our work won’t
be done until every American has the security
to face the future without fear. But because
you've demanded change, Washington finally is
addressing America’s agenda, the problems you
face in your jobs, your communities, and your
families.

Because good skills are the only tickets to
good jobs and growing incomes, I'm asking Con-
gress this year to invest more in education and
training, to transform the unemployment system
into a reemployment system that teaches new
skills for new jobs. We need to do more to
help people who don’t go to college to move
from high school to work. And we need to im-
prove all our schools with our Goals 2000 plan,
which links world-class standards to grassroots
reforms.

Because the welfare system discourages work
and destroys families, I'm asking Congress to
help to revolutionize it. For those who depend
on welfare, we should provide the support, the
job training, and the child care needed for up
to 2 years. But after that, anyone who can work
must work.

Change is never easy, and I especially need
your help on two crucial challenges: fighting
crime and reforming our health care system.
We need to make the criminal justice system
work for the victims, not the criminals. And
we must make the health care system work for
all the hard-working families in this country, and
put an end to the inefficiency, the fraud, and
the abuse that has made our system the world’s
most expensive and the only one in the ad-
vanced world that doesn’t provide some cov-
erage to every family.

I'm asking Congress to pass a strong, smart,
tough anticrime bill. We must tell career crimi-
nals, “If you commit a third violent crime, you'll
be put away for good; three strikes and you're
out.” We should hire 100,000 more police offi-
cers to protect our communities. They help to
reduce the crime rate. We must ban assault
weapons that make criminals better armed than
police. And we need more drug training and
alternative punishments for young people, like
boot camps.

And this year, we must make history by re-
forming the health care system and providing
guaranteed private insurance for every Amer-
ican. The First Lady and I have traveled across
the country; we've received almost a million let-
ters. And you know, the only place where people
say there’s really no health care crisis is right
here in Washington where so many enjoy secure
health benefits at reasonable cost paid for by
the taxpayers.

Let’s face it, the health insurance system is
rigged against ordinary families and small busi-
nesses. Insurance companies control it: They
pick and choose whom they cover; they charge
more if your business is too small; they might
not cover you at all or a member of your family
or one of your employees if you have what they
call a preexisting condition. Unless we change
things, 58 million Americans may have no cov-
erage at all for some time this year, and experts
say 3 of every 10 small businesses may be forced
to stop covering their employees in the years
ahead because small business costs are going
up so much faster than big business and Gov-
ernment costs.

Let those who say there’s no crisis tell it
to Rick Tarnow of Longview, Texas. He left
his job and secure benefits at a large corporation
to start a small business. Then his son was diag-
nosed with cystic fibrosis. Because of the dis-
ease, the son can’t get coverage. Every insurance
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company tells the Tarnows, “Until there’s a cure
for cystic fibrosis, we will not cover your child.”
As Rick’s wife, Tracy, told my wife, “It's dev-
astating enough to learn that your child has a
chronic illness and then have to deal with the
nightmare of insurance.”

Those who say there’s no crisis should tell
it to the Janetakos family of Woburn, Massachu-
setts. Twelve years ago, Corrine Janetakos had
a stroke, leaving her partially paralyzed. Now
she and her husband, who owns a painting busi-
ness, have trouble getting insurance because of
her preexisting condition. She wrote to Hillary
because, quote, “It’s been very frustrating argu-
ing my dilemma to the numerous insurance
companies that we've applied to for coverage.”

Well, with our approach it will be illegal for
companies to deny anyone coverage for any rea-
son, and every family will have comprehensive
benefits that can never be taken away. The
Tarnow family, the Janetakos family, and mil-
lions of other Americans live every day with
the health care crisis. It’s time we stopped deny-
ing there’s a crisis and started fixing it.

Now is the time to debate and decide Amer-
ica’s real agenda: health care, crime, jobs and
skills, welfare reform, more hope for our young
people. The debate is between those who don’t
even understand how you live and those who
understand the urgency of change, between
those who don’t even see these problems and
those who are working to solve them, between
those who are comfortable with deadlock and
drift and those who call for continuing the
American journey of progress and renewal. If
you raise your voice, the forces of change will
prevail.

With your help, I'll keep speaking out for
reforming health care, fighting crime, ending
welfare as we know it, and improving our skills,
our schools, and our future. And T'll try not
to shout myself hoarse tomorrow on Super Bowl
Sunday.

NoTE: The President spoke at 10:06 a.m. from
the Oval Office at the White House.

Letter Accepting the Resignation of Philip B. Heymann as

Deputy Attorney General
January 29, 1994

Dear Phil:

It is with deep regret that I accept your res-
ignation as Deputy Attorney General, effective
upon the availability of a successor.

You brought a most impressive history of serv-
ice to the Department of Justice and distin-
guished yourself at every turn. During your time
as Deputy Attorney General, you consistently
demonstrated intelligence, integrity, sound judg-
ment, and an unyielding commitment to the
cause of justice.

I am very grateful for all of your many con-
tributions to my Administration and our nation.
I wish you the very best as you return to your
academic career at Harvard Law School.

Sincerely,

BiLL CLINTON
NoOTE: This letter was made available by the Of-

fice of the Press Secretary but was not issued as
a White House press release.

Remarks to the National Governors’ Association

January 31, 1994

I want to thank you all again for coming.
Since we’re running a bit late, I want to be
brief and get on to hearing from Governor
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Campbell and Governor Dean. The primary
thing that I was hoping we could talk about
in this morning’s session is the crime bill.
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I wanted to emphasize that I am very aware
that this is an issue that historically has been
dealt with primarily at the local and State level,
one that I spent an enormous amount of time
on as a Governor and as attorney general.

There are things that I think should be and
indeed almost have to be done at the national
level. We passed the Brady bill at the end of
the last session of Congress, which I think was
a very important thing. And many of you were
helpful in that regard, and I appreciate that.
We have a number of grants to cities and com-
munities to help with law enforcement, and we
had enormous application, actually a terrific sur-
plus of applications for the Attorney General’s
discretionary funds on community policing. This
summer—Eli Segal is here—our summer of
service program, as part of the national service
this summer, will be called the summer of safe-
ty. And we hope thousands of our young people
will be out there working with law enforcement
people all across the country.

I really appreciate a lot of the things that
all of you have done in this regard. Let me
just say that the crime bill itself has a number
of provisions that I think are quite important
and some with which you may or may not agree.
Two things that I feel very strongly about are
the community policing provisions and the
“three strikes and you’re out” provision. I'd like
to say something about each of them.

One, we know that there’s been a dramatic
reversal in the ratio of police officers to crime
in the last 35 years. Thirty-five years ago, there
were three police officers for every serious
crime reported. Today, there are three crimes
for every police officer, particularly in the high
crime areas of the country. We have ample evi-
dence that community policing actually works
to reduce crime by having people on the block
who are well-trained and know the people who
live there. Dr. Lee Brown, our Director of Drug
Policy, instituted community policing programs
in major cities all across this country and can
speak to that. The mayors were here last week.
They were exceedingly enthusiastic about that
provision, and we’re looking forward to working
with them and with you about it.

The second thing I'd like to say about stiff-
ening the penalties is I know many of you have
included versions of the “three strikes and
youre out” in your own legislative programs.
I believe Washington State even had a ref-
erendum on the issue. I would just like to urge

that we be both tough and smart on this issue.
We know that a small number of people commit
a significant number of the truly violent crimes
and are highly likely to be repeat offenders.
If, therefore, this law is drawn properly, it will
affect a small percentage of the prison popu-
lation at the Federal level and a somewhat larg-
er percentage at the State level. But you actually
will be keeping people in prison who will be
overwhelmingly likely to commit a serious vio-
lent crime if they get out.

I think it is important not to make these pro-
visions too overbroad to undermine the flexi-
bility that people at the State and at the local
level need to run their criminal justice systems
and, at the same time, to keep people off the
street who are involved in crimes like the ter-
rible tragedy involving Polly Klaas.

So I want to invite you not only to do what-
ever you were doing at the State level but to
be involved with us here as we work through
this crime bill to make sure that it is well-
drawn, well-drafted, and achieves the objectives
it is designed to achieve.

The third thing I'd like to say is there are
a number of other things in the crime bill which
I think are worthy of your attention. There’s
the provision which bans possession of handguns
by minors except in limited circumstances,
which many of you have already done at the
State level. There is the ban on several assault
weapons. There are funds for alternative incar-
ceration, like boot camps, and for drug treat-
ment. And of course, there are significant funds,
which I heard you all discussing yesterday in
the committee chaired by Governor Wilson,
about jails and Federal funds for jails. I heard
the discussion on television yesterday. I think
you need to have a committee that works with
us on it to make sure that it makes sense to
you. Many times I think things come up in
the context of crime here in Washington which
sound good here but which may or may not
make sense out there on the front lines of the
fight against crime. So I want to invite you all
to be a part of that.

Just one other thing I'd like to say. In addition
to the focus on the crime bill this morning,
I'm obviously open to any questions or com-
ments you want to have about the other areas
of our partnership, on welfare reform, health
care reform, what were going to do on the
budget, which will be a very tough budget, dif-
ficult for us, difficult for you. And Mr. Panetta
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is here. We have tried to be good partners.
We've granted 5 comprehensive health care
waivers, 90 smaller waivers in the health care
area, 7 welfare reform waivers already. We have
tried to make good on our commitment to push
through a new partnership with the States. And
I think that you will find that well continue
to do that and we’re eager to do it.

But the first major thing that will happen
in this legislative session is, in closing, the crime
bill. After we pass the education bills—I think
that Secretary Riley is in pretty good shape with
Goals 2000 and the school-to-work transition.
But then the next thing that will come up is
the crime bill. Then we’ll go to the other meas-

ures I mentioned. And I really look forward
to working with you on them.

I ask you for your help. I asked the mayors,
and I will ask you to put together a bipartisan
committee to come up here to work with us,
to be willing to lobby with us, and to help
us pass a bill that is tough and smart.

Thank you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 10:03 a.m. in the
East Room at the White House. In his remarks,
he referred to Governors Carroll A. Campbell, Jr.,
of South Carolina, Howard Dean of Vermont, and
Pete Wilson of California.

Exchange With Reporters Prior to Discussions With Chancellor

Helmut Kohl of Germany
January 31, 1994

Interest Rates

Q. Mr. President, do you agree with Chair-
man Greenspan’s comments this morning that
interest rates need to be raised to get ahead
of inflation?

The President. Well, 1 agree that there’s no
evidence that inflation is coming back into the
economy. There is still a kind of a gap between
short- and long-term rates, so it may be that—
if they make that decision on short-term rates,
what T hope is that it won't raise long-term
rates, because there’s no need to do it. And
I hope that the stock market won't take an ad-
verse view because we've still got good, strong
growth in this economy.

But we want to manage it with real discipline,
that is we don’t want to have one of these roller
coaster things. We want the economy to grow
in a very stable, solid way. And obviously, low
interest rates are critical to that. I consider that
part of the kind of compact weve all made
where we’ll continue to reduce the deficit, and
we've got to keep inflation down and interest
rates down so that people can afford to borrow
money and invest.

Northern Ireland

Q. How does letting Gerry Adams into the
U.S. advance the cause of peace?
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The President. Well, we hope it will advance
the cause of peace. You know, that's a very
thorny problem. But his comments over the last
several days on the questions of violence and
the joint declaration, I thought, justified not a
general visa but a very narrow visa for the pur-
pose of coming to this conference in the hope
that it will advance the peace process. Ulti-
mately, of course, that’s an issue that’s going
to have to be worked out by the parties them-
selves, as all these matters do. But I thought
it was the appropriate thing to do for those
reasons, because of what he said and because
he’s in a position, I think, to push this process
forward.

White House Press Corps

Q. Have you been sneaking out on us?

The President. No. I was amazed when I read
that. We tried to remember if that happened.
I don’t think so. George and I couldn’t think
of a time.

Q. You're always willing to take us with you?

The President. You know, once I went running
when the press had gone home, but I think
they found me before it was over. And then
when I was home for my mother’s funeral, I
went out in the town there and went to my
old high school, but the press found me. I don’t
think we have. We were trying to think of—
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we can’t—we’ve not been successful in thinking
of five or six instances in which that has oc-
curred. I saw the story. All T know is what
I read this morning, but I'm not aware of it.

Q. Do you feel cloistered in here, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The President. Oh yes, I do. I mean, I wish
it weren’t so. And as far as I know, no other—
maybe President Bush had these same sort of
understandings where the press went every-
where but—I take a pool when I go to a Christ-
mas party. Hillary and I went to Christmas par-
ties; we took the pool with us.

Q. And we enjoyed it.

The President. You do enjoy it? Did somebody
say that? [Laughter] 1 don’t believe that. A lot
of times you'd like to dump me.

[At this point, one group of reporters left the
room, and another group entered.]
Discussions With Chancellor Kohl

Q. Mr. President, are you going to discuss
the Bosnia situation with the Chancellor?
The President. T'm sure we will.

Q. What will you

The President. 1 want to talk to him about
it.

Q. Are you looking forward to the restaurant,
Filomena’s, Mr. President?

The President. Oh, yes. You know, he told
me about it, and so I went there. I took my
family and some friends, and we had a wonder-
ful dinner there. And I would not have even
known about it if Chancellor Kohl hadn’t men-
tioned it. So I told the people when I was
there that the next time he came, perhaps we
would both come together.

Chancellor Kohl. And we’ll do that today.

Q. Will there be—[inaudible]—for Russia
today?

The President. We might discuss Russia.

NOTE: The exchange began at 12:10 p.m. in the
Oval Office at the White House. During the ex-
change, the President referred to Sinn Fein leader
Gerry Adams and Senior Policy Adviser George
Stephanopoulos. A tape was not available for
verification of the content of this exchange.

Letter to Congressional Leaders Reporting on Iraq’s Compliance With
United Nations Security Council Resolutions

January 31, 1994

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:)

Consistent with the Authorization for Use of
Military Force Against Iraq Resolution (Public
Law 102-1), and as part of my effort to keep
the Congress fully informed, I am reporting on
the status of efforts to obtain Iraq’s compliance
with the resolutions adopted by the U.N. Secu-
rity Council.

The U.N. Special Commission on Iraq
(UNSCOM) and the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency (IAEA) have effectively put the
Iraqi nuclear weapons program out of business
in the near term. The United Nations has de-
stroyed Iragi missile launchers, support facilities,
and a good deal of Iraq’s indigenous capability
to manufacture prohibited missiles. It has re-
duced Iraq’s ability to produce chemical weap-
ons; UNSCOM teams continue to inventory and
destroy chemical munitions. The United Nations
has inspected, and will monitor, several facilities

identified by Iraq as capable of supporting a
biological weapons program.

Iraq’s formal acceptance of UNSCR 715
(long-term monitoring) in November was an im-
portant step, although long overdue. It is nec-
essary to ensure that Iraq does not break its
promise on long-term monitoring as it has many
times in the past on other commitments. Con-
tinued vigilance is necessary because we believe
that Saddam Hussein is committed to rebuilding
his weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capa-
bility, especially nuclear weapons. We also re-
main seriously concerned about the many con-
tradictions and unanswered questions remaining
in regard to Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction
capability. It is therefore extremely important
that the international community continue its
efforts to establish the long-term monitoring re-
gime required by U.N. Security Council Resolu-
tion 715. Although Iraq has said that it is ready
to comply with that Resolution, it still must take
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significant steps, including the provision of new
data about the suppliers of its WMD program
and acceptance on the ground of a functioning
monitoring program for a sustained period. Iraq
has provided some further data on suppliers
which is still being evaluated by UNSCOM.

Rolf Ekeus, the Chairman of UNSCOM, has
told Iraq that it must establish a clear track
record of compliance before he can report favor-
ably to the Security Council. We strongly en-
dorse this approach and reject any establishment
of a timetable for determining whether Iraq has
complied with Resolution 715. There must be
a sustained period of unquestionable, complete
compliance with the monitoring plans.

The “no-fly zones” over northern and south-
ern Iraq permit the monitoring of Iraq’s compli-
ance with Security Council Resolutions 687 and
688. Over the last 2 years, the northern no-
fly zone has deterred Iraq from a major military
offensive in the region. Since the no-fly zone
was established in southern Iraq, Iraq’s use of
aircraft against its population in the region has
stopped. However, Iraqgi forces have responded
to the no-fly zone by stepping up their use
of land-based artillery to shell marsh villages.

The U.N. Special Rapporteur on Iraq, Max
van der Stoel, published a report in November
describing the Iragi military’s ongoing repression
against civilian populations in the marshes. The
Rapporteur has judged that Iraq is in violation
of UNSCR 688, which demands that Iraq cease
repression of its civilian population and allow
immediate access by international humanitarian
organizations to all those in need of assistance
in all parts of Iraq. On January 4, the United
States—along with the Governments of France,
Russia, and the United Kingdom—presented a
demarche to the Iragi government strongly con-
demning its repression of the Iraqgi people.

The United States is working closely with the
United Nations and other organizations to pro-
vide humanitarian relief to the people of north-
ern Iraq, in the face of Iraqi government efforts
to disrupt this assistance. We have provided
temporary generators and spare parts to pre-
serve supplies of electricity in the region since
the Iraqi government cut off power on August
5, 1993. We continue to support U.N. efforts
to mount a relief program for persons in Bagh-
dad and the South, provided that supplies are
not diverted by the Iragi government. We are
continuing to work toward the placement of
human rights monitors for Iraq as proposed by
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the U.N. Special Rapporteur, and to support
the establishment of a U.N. commission to in-
vestigate and publicize iraqi war crimes and
other violations of international humanitarian
law.

On January 18, after a review of Iraqi compli-
ance with Security Council resolutions, the
President of the Security Council issued a state-
ment noting that there was no consensus to
modify the existing sanctions regime. That re-
gime exempts medicine and, in the case of food-
stuffs, requires only that the U.N. Sanctions
Commiittee be notified of food shipments. The
Sanctions Committee also continues to consider
and, when appropriate, approve requests to send
to Iraq materials and supplies for essential civil-
ian needs. The Iragi government, in contrast,
has maintained a full embargo against its north-
ern provinces and has acted to distribute hu-
manitarian supplies only to its supporters and
to the military.

The Iragi government has so far refused to
sell $1.6 billion in oil as previously authorized
by the Security Council in Resolutions 706 and
712. Talks between Iraq and the United Nations
on implementing these resolutions have ended
unsuccessfully. Iraq could use proceeds from
such sales to purchase foodstuffs, medicines, ma-
terials, and supplies for essential civilian needs
of its population, subject to U.N. monitoring
of sales and the equitable distribution of human-
itarian supplies (including to its northern prov-
inces). Iragi authorities bear full responsibility
for any suffering in Iraq that results from their
refusal to implement Resolutions 706 and 712.

Proceeds from oil sales also would be used
to compensate persons injured by Iraq’s unlaw-
ful invasion and occupation of Kuwait. The U.N.
Compensation Commission has received about
two million claims so far, with another 500,000
expected. The U.S. Government has now filed
a total of eight sets of individual claims with
the Commission, bringing U.S. claims filed to
roughly 3,000 with a total asserted value of over
$205 million. At a meeting on January 13, the
Commission’s Government Council continued
discussions on how to allocate future funds
among different claimants but did not make any
decisions. Meanwhile, a panel of commissioners
began to work on the first set of individual
claims for serious personal injury or death. The
panel is expected to report its findings to the
Governing Council in the spring.
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Security Council Resolution 778 permits the
use of a portion of frozen Iraqi oil assets to
fund critical U.N. activities concerning Iraq, in-
cluding humanitarian relief, UNSCOM, and the
Compensation Commission. (The funds will be
repaid, with interest, from Iraqi oil revenues
as soon as Iraqi oil exports resume.) The United
States is prepared to transfer up to $200 million
in frozen Iragi oil assets held in U.S. financial
institutions, provided that U.S. contributions do
not exceed 50 percent of the total amount con-
tributed. We have arranged a total of about $107
million in such matching contributions thus far.

Iraq still has not met its obligations con-
cerning Kuwaitis and third-country nationals it
detained during the war. Iraq has taken no sub-
stantive steps to cooperate fully with the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC),
as required by Security Council Resolution 687,
although it has received more than 600 files
on missing individuals. We continue to work for
Iraqi compliance.

The Irag-Kuwait border has been demarcated,
and the U.N. Irag-Kuwait Observer Mission
(UNIKOM) continues its monitoring mission.
However, the Iragi government continues to
refer publicly to Kuwait as a “province” and
“governorate” of Iraq.

Examples of Iragi noncooperation and non-
compliance continue in other areas. For in-

stance, on December 22, Iraqi military forces
attacked a four-vehicle coalition military convoy
near the Faydah checkpoint. This was the first
time Iraqi forces have fired directly on coalition
forces since the Gulf War. We, along with the
British and the French, issued a demarche to
the Iraqi government, warning Baghdad that a
repetition of the incident would have con-
sequences.

Iraq can rejoin the community of civilized
nations only through democratic processes, re-
spect for human rights, equal treatment of its
people, and adherence to basic norms of inter-
national behavior. Iraq’s Government should
represent all Iraq’s people and be committed
to the territorial integrity and unity of Iraq. The
Iraqi National Congress (INC) espouses these
goals, the fulfillment of which would make Iraq
a stabilizing force in the Gulf region.

I am grateful for the support by the Congress
of our efforts.

Sincerely,

WiLLiaM J. CLINTON

NoTE: Identical letters were sent to Thomas S.
Foley, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Robert C. Byrd, President pro tempore of
the Senate.

Nomination for Ambassadors to Hungary, Micronesia, and Azerbaijan

January 31, 1994

The President today announced his intention
to nominate three United States Ambassadors:
Donald M. Blinken to the Republic of Hungary,
March Fong Eu to the Federated States of Mi-
cronesia, and Richard Dale Kauzlarich to the
Republic of Azerbaijan.

“Donald Blinken, March Fong Eu, and Rich-
ard Kauzlarich have all proven themselves to
be dedicated to public service and capable of

achievement at the highest levels,” said the
President. “I expect that they will do an out-
standing job of representing our country
abroad.”

NOTE: Biographies of the nominees were made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.
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Remarks at the Democratic Governors Association Dinner

January 31, 1994

Thank you very much. Thank you very much,
Governor Bayh, Father Malloy, Chairman Wil-
helm. I want to begin by just congratulating
Governor Bayh and your dinner committee, Bob
and the others and Katie Whelan, on this won-
derful evening in which you have raised $2 mil-
lion to continue the work of changing our coun-
try for the better.

I was outside in the holding room looking
at Evan Bayh introducing me, and I thought
to myself, was I ever that young? [Laughter]
Three years ago Roy Romer invited all of the
Democratic Governors up to Colorado so we
could powwow about the coming Presidential
election. And we all talked and emoted and
said everything we had to say, and as usual,
Ned Ray McWherter just sat there and didn’t
say a word—Ilaughterl—looking like a cross be-
tween a country sage and the Grand Old Opry’s
Buddha. And all of a sudden, he said, “You
know something, we need to nominate some-
body in '92 that’s a new face, that’s younger,
got a head full of hair and a bunch of new
ideas.” And I got all puffed up, and he said,
“Go get that Bayh boy and put him in there.”
[Laughter]

I am so glad to see all of you here. I enjoyed
my time with the Governors this morning and
will again tomorrow. And I've enjoyed having
the chance to visit with so many of you. I'd
like to, before I say anything else, just say a
personal word of thanks to my former colleagues
who are leaving the statehouses this year:

My good friend John Waihee from Hawaii,
who headed our campaign out there last year
it was our first Western States victory—and who
lives in a State that has proved now for many
years you can actually have a comprehensive,
affordable health care system that covers every-
body, something the Republicans don’t believe
can be done.

Governor Cece Andrus of Idaho, the only per-
son along with Bruce King and me, the three
of us, the only remaining survivors who actually
served as Governors in the seventies, the
eighties, and the nineties. I will miss him enor-
mously and his wisdom.

Joan Finney, who leaves after 20 years in
statewide office and led an awful lot of fights
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out there. And I want to thank her for a lot
of things but especially for being a source of
personal encouragement to me in the last year.
Thank you, Joan, and good luck, and God bless
you.

I want to say a special word of appreciation
to one of my neighboring Governors now, Wil-
liam Donald Schaefer of Maryland, who has
done a lot of things, been more outspoken than
me. But don’t you ever forget this: In addition
to helping revitalize and rebuild Baltimore, he
was out there fighting to do something sane
and strong about guns a long time before it
was popular. He was on the cutting edge of
change.

My friend and neighbor David Walters of
Oklahoma, who I saw take over that State when
it was in terrible shape financially. When the
price of oil collapsed, it was good for the rest
of us, but it was awful for Oklahoma and for
Texas. And I saw them make improvements in
education and turn their economy around, redo
the entire budget, thanks to David’s leadership.
And his friendship and cooperation with me
when I was his neighbor is something I will
never forget, and I thank you, David.

I'd like to say a special word of appreciation,
too, to my friend and colleague Barbara Roberts,
the Governor of Oregon, who has had more
difficult, courageous stands on more issues, she
has had more things to face than anybody. And
she had one of those catch-22 situations where
the voters said, “We're going to do away with
one form of funding and leave it to you, Bar-
bara, to figure out how to pick up the pieces.”
And she did it with good cheer, without ever
complaining, and with a great deal of courage.
She is a real example, I think, not only for
women officeholders but for all elected officials
everywhere, and I thank her for that.

Finally, I don’t know if he’s here tonight, but
I have to say a word of awe-inspired respect
for Bob Casey of Pennsylvania for his personal
courage and his record as Governor. I thought
when he got sick that if anybody could ever
come back, he could. He is tough as a boot,
but he loves his State. And he said once that
he knew he would be elected Governor of Penn-
sylvania on his fourth try because he was more
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like Pennsylvania than anybody else running.
That's a compliment to him and a compliment
to Pennsylvania.

And finally, I want to thank my neighbor and
friend whom I made fun of, but who has been
my counselor for many years now, who’s calmed
me when I was excited and lifted me up when
I was down. Ned Ray McWherter is one of
the finest people I've ever met, and I thank
him. And I'm certainly going to miss him as
a Governor.

Now I want to mention two other people.
You know, I used to be chairman of the DGA,
but I couldn’t raise this much money. [Laugh-
ter] But when I was chairman 5 years ago, we
had just lost our third straight Presidential elec-
tion, and people said, well, the Democratic Party
is on its way out. And there were two people
who ran for office in that year who proved them
wrong, Doug Wilder and Jim Florio. And what
they did to win is something we would do well
to remember even though we have the White
House and a good record in 1994, and that
is, they waged tough, outsider, aggressive, pro-
change campaigns. And when they got in, they
were as good as their words. Both of them
brought extraordinary discipline to their budgets
under difficult circumstances, and they will be
thanked for it for a long time to come, and
especially in New Jersey, which was in terrible
budget shape when Jim Florio took over. Both
of them fought for tougher and more respon-
sible laws affecting guns in their respective
States, successfully. Both of them fought for a
brighter future. And I know that we all wish
for them a bright future. They gave it to their
States, and we hope that they get it in turn.

Finally, I want to say a special word of thanks
to the DGA’s treasurer for a long time now,
my friend Bob Farmer, one of the first people
who signed on to my Presidential campaign. And
Bob Farmer could talk an owl out of a tree
if he made up his mind to do it. He could
raise $1 million at a convention of bankrupts
if he made up his mind to do it. [Laughter]
And he’s been working hard for the DGA for
a long time now. And I know that as we go
into this very vigorous and challenging election
year with 36 seats up, that every person in this
room joins me in our appreciation, our grati-
tude, our support, and our friendship for the
years and years of work that Bob Farmer has
given to the Democratic Governors. And I thank
you very much, Bob.

Ladies and gentlemen, this has been an invig-
orating year. It’'s been full of challenge and
change. And many, many times I have felt that
I was fighting a war on two or three fronts,
not only a war to change the policies of the
Government but to change the attitudes of the
people who live in this city about what is pos-
sible, in an environment that I found, frankly,
pretty negative when I got here and one always
vulnerable to being sidetracked by some political
distraction, always vulnerable to being side-
tracked by what is negative, to playing to peo-
ple’s fears instead of their hopes, to assuming
the worst instead of working for the best.

I was raised to believe that most people are
good people—if you give them a chance, they’ll
do the right thing—and that ordinary people
will do extraordinary things if they’re just given
the opportunity to do it. I tried to put together
a government of people who felt the same way,
who looked like America, who shared the experi-
ences of America, and who could work with
people at the grassroots to do that. And after
a year in which we have a lot of things we
can be proud of—and I thank the Democratic
Committee for that fine film that was just
shown—the American people are beginning to
believe it, too: that we really can change things,
that politics is for producing things, not for pos-
turing, that it really is for moving forward and
bringing people together.

I ran for this job for three reasons. One is
I thought we were going in the wrong direction
economically, and 1 wanted to revitalize the
country. The second is I was convinced we were
coming apart as a people when we ought to
be coming together and that unless we worked
to rebuild our sense of common community and
our grassroots communities and our families, our
sense of togetherness, we could never be what
we ought to be. And finally, I did it because
I wanted to restore faith in the political system.
I wanted the political system to work for the
people of this country instead of having it work
the other way around. And I think in the last
year, we have made major strides in all three
areas.

As my colleague and the best—I would argue
that history will record—the best Vice President
in the history of the Republic, Al Gore, said,
“What should be up is up, and what should
be down is down.” [Laughter] But if we want
to keep what should be up, up and what should
be down, down, then the Democratic Governors
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need to be up in '94. We need to win these
seats.

I am convinced that the yearning of the
American people to see a responsive, change-
oriented, open political system, that that appetite
has not been satisfied; it has only been barely
whetted. The American people think, well, we've
made a good start, but we've got a long way
to go. And you know as well as I do that the
things that I'm trying to do up here cannot
be done by the President and the Congress
alone. I see many Members of Congress here
tonight, and I am delighted to see them here
making common cause with you.

If you think about what it is we seek to do
in reviving the economy, or totally reorganizing
our job training program so that people who
lose their jobs can constantly be retrained for
the jobs of the future, or developing a health
care system that will be more efficient and more
effective and provide comprehensive benefits to
all Americans, or reforming the welfare system,
or having a crime bill that is both tough and
smart—none of these things can really be done
in ways that change the lives of the American
people unless the people who occupy the state-
houses are committed to that change, unless
they think every day about what they can do
to change the lives of the people who live and
work in their States.

I was raised to believe that public service
can be a noble profession and that people who
work in it and give themselves to it and spend
themselves completely in the attempt to achieve
great things are doing the work of citizenship
in a profoundly important way and should be
bound to, not divided from, the rest of the
American people. That is the spirit that the
Democratic Party has to bring not only to na-
tional politics but also to every one of these
governorships. And if we can do that, we will
not only win the governorships in 1994, we will
be able to continue to change the country. And

that is how we will be judged in 1996 and
beyond: Are we doing what we said we would
do? We have a bigger burden to bear than our
adversaries, because we don’t enjoy getting up
every morning and saying no to family leave,
no to motor voter, no to meaningful deficit re-
duction, no, no, no. We want to say yes, we
believe we can do better. And our burden must
be borne by you.

I've told a lot of people that in many ways
being Governor was the best job anybody could
ever have. And I want to thank you again, all
of you who have been my colleagues over the
years, for your friendship, your wisdom, your
support, and your continuing insights. It’s easy
for us up here in Washington to get out of
touch with what's going on in the heartland,
and we depend upon you to keep us in touch.
But we're glad to be here; I am, this association
is, the national Democratic Party is, Members
of Congress who are here are. We're glad to
be here to support the efforts of the people
who want the statehouses to be the people’s
houses. The White House belongs to the people
of this country tonight a lot more than it has
in many years in the past, and we are going
to keep working together until we do what we
promised to do in 1992.

Thank you, and God bless you all.

NotE: The President spoke at 9:08 p.m. at the
Omni Shoreham Hotel. In his remarks, he re-
ferred to Gov. Evan Bayh of Indiana; Edward A.
Malloy, former president, University of Notre
Dame; David Wilhelm, chairman, Democratic
National Committee; Bob Rose, dinner chairman;
Katie Whelan, executive director, Democratic
Governors Association; Gov. Roy Romer of Colo-
rado; Gov. Ned Ray McWherter of Tennessee;
Gov. Bruce King of New Mexico; Gov. Joan
Finney of Kansas; and Gov. L. Douglas Wilder
of Virginia.

Remarks to the American Hospital Association

February 1, 1994

Thank you very much. Thank you, Dick, and
thank you, Carolyn. And thank you also for
bringing my tea out here. The Hospital Associa-
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tion is giving care to the President for his sick
voice today. [Laughter] I thank you.
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I appreciate so much what both Dick and
Carolyn said, and I want to begin by thanking
all of you here who have ever had me in your
hospitals—[laughter]—which is a large number
of people. Especially all the people who rep-
resent my native State and who have done so
much to help educate me on these issues over
the years.

The time that I have spent in hospitals since
I was a small boy has made a very big impres-
sion on me. I always learn something. I always
leave with a sense of inspiration about the dedi-
cation of the people who work there. And I
want to say a special word of thanks to this
association for the work that you have done with
our administration over the last year, in a very
constructive way, in helping us to try to develop
an approach which would solve the problems
of the American health care system and protect
and enhance what is good about it.

I know that there will still be some issues
on which there will be disagreement as we go
forward, but I think it's important that we clarify
today, as Dick did so well in his introduction,
that we agree on the most important issue: We
have to preserve what is right; we have to fix
what is wrong; we have to guarantee private
insurance to every American so that everybody
will be covered. That is the only way to stop
cost shifting, the only way to be fair, the only
way to solve this problem.

The problem with the health care system in
this country did not just happen overnight. It
happened because of the way this system is or-
ganized. Anybody who thinks there are no seri-
ous problems, no crisis in the health care sys-
tem, I would say go visit your local hospital.

Over the years, because of the insurance sys-
tem we have in America, which is unlike any
in the world and which, I will say, is irrelevant
to the fact that we have the highest quality
care in the world for the people who can afford
it and access it, we have created a system which
often makes it impossible for hospitals to do
their jobs. While insurance companies have set
up a system which enables them to slam the
door on people who aren’t healthy enough to
get covered, hospitals open the door to every-
one, whether they're covered or not.

We have created in this country, through the
systems of hundreds of different insurance com-
panies writing thousands of different policies,
a giant bureaucracy which on the insurance side
sorts the healthy from the sick, the old from
the young, the geographically desirable from the

undesirable. And as more and more insurance
companies sell more and more customized insur-
ance policies to smaller and smaller groups, each
of them has created its own set of forms and
different sets of what would cover, spelled out
in endless fine print. The result, as all of you
know, has been a bureaucratic nightmare.

And what about the hospitals? You have had
to create your own bureaucracy to deal with
the insurance bureaucracy and the Govern-
ment’s as well, to fight redtape, close loopholes,
and to try to get reimbursed somehow. And
that only covers the patients who have good
insurance. For those without insurance or with
barebone coverage, youre forced to jump
through a whole lot of other hoops. And you
probably still often don’t get any reimbursement.

Hospitals did not invent this system. You
didn’t choose a system which has resulted in
hospitals hiring clerical workers at 4 times the
rate of doctors being added to hospital staffs
in the last 10 years. You did it because of the
redtape of the present system, the insurance
redtape and the Government program redtape.

Meanwhile, your mission didn’t change, it’s
still to treat the people who are sick who need
to be in the hospital. Regardless of their age
or medical history, of what may or may not
be covered, you have to deal with the people
that the insurance industry decides are not prof-
itable. You can’t ask whether an illness was a
preexisting condition, it’s still an illness.

So what are we left with today? A system
where we're ruled by forms and have less time
to make people healthy. A system that forces
doctors and nurses and clerical workers in hos-
pitals to write out the same information six times
in six different ways just to satisfy some distant
company or agency. It doesn’t make sense, and
you shouldn’t have to put up with it anymore.

Just listen to Joan Brown, a registered nurse
who works at a teaching hospital in Chapel Hill,
North Carolina. She wrote to the First Lady
that she spends, and I quote, “more time with
paperwork than with any other aspect of health
care.” Theyve got a joke at her hospital, she
said, “We’ll do the patient care after we finish
the paperwork, if we have time.” It's not just
a joke; it’s a sign of a crisis and one we've
got to do something about.

I visited Children’s Hospital here in Wash-
ington last year. The pediatrician, who is from
this community and who has dedicated her life
to
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the children of this community, told me she
spends up to 25 hours a week filling out forms
instead of tending sick children. “It’s not what
we trained all these years to do,” she said. “Re-
ducing paperwork would enable me to practice
medicine again. It would free me,” she said,
“free me from the shackles and the burdens
of the paperwork maze.”

Let’s be honest. In his wildest dreams, Rube
Goldberg could never have designed a system
more complex than the present health care sys-
tem. You in this room understand this better
than anyone else in the world today. You see
the crisis when people without insurance come
to emergency rooms with serious injuries or ill-
nesses. Many of those illnesses could have been
prevented if only they had been covered and
had access to a doctor, to primary and preven-
tive care. The emergency room is the most ex-
pensive place to treat people. It should be re-
served for emergencies. I know you believe that,
and you can make sure it happened if everybody
had access to health care coverage.

You see the crisis when people come in who
aren’t fully insured, and you become loaded up
with what’s called uncompensated care. The
smallest estimate of that is $25 billion a year.
It either comes out of your budgets, which hurts
your ability to provide health care at a high
quality, or you have to shift the cost on to the
bills of those who can pay them.

A lot of people who complain about hospitals
overcharging, about inflated bills, have no idea
how much of this cost shifting occurs simply
because of the insurance setup that we have
in the United States. No other country in the
world is burdened with it. And we should not
tolerate it any longer.

You also see it because a lot of the people
who come to you, either before they come or
sometime during their treatment, deal with the
problems of preexisting conditions or lifetime
limits on insurance policies. Three out of four
policies have such lifetime limits. I know a lot
of times you wind up having to send a collection
company after a patient that you know is not
going to be able to pay the bill anyway because
of these problems.

You see this crisis when a doctor prescribes
prescription drugs, but then a person comes
back to the hospital 3 or 4 weeks later because
she couldn’t afford to fill the prescription. So
the illness got worse. One study says that prob-
lems related to the lack of appropriate medica-
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tion lie at the root of up to 25 percent of all
hospitalizations and cost over $21 billion a year.
Our plan is the only one that takes account
of this and covers prescription drugs along with
other medical services.

You see it with the crisis of violence in the
emergency room. We have to learn to treat vio-
lence as a public health problem. Billions of
dollars a year again are loaded onto the health
care system because we are the most violent
country in the world. Many people in health
care supported the Brady bill, support our at-
tempts to restrict assault weapons, to put more
police officers on the street. That also will help
alleviate the health care problem. So I hope
you'll be out there after we deal with this the
best we can, also supporting what the adminis-
tration is trying to do on crime.

I came here today once again to thank you
for the work you have done with us and to
appeal once again for your support, for the real
battle is now being joined in Congress. And
though we may disagree about the details, we
all agree the time has come to do something.
We have to do it now. And what we have to
do includes providing guaranteed private insur-
ance to every single American. That is what
I need your help to do.

I implore you to go to Capitol Hill and tell
your Members of Congress again what is going
on in your hospitals. Go home and talk to your
friends and neighbors about it and the people
who come in to your hospitals. Talk to business
leaders in your communities and local media
people.

One of the biggest problems we have in this
fight today is that this issue is so complex and
people are naturally enough so concerned that
they don’t want to lose anything good that they
have now, that it is easy to confuse people about
what the real issues and the real facts are.

I love having a discussion with your represent-
atives, even if there is some disagreement
around the edges of policy. We come to the
table with an accumulated knowledge of how
the world really works. Our biggest problem in
passing this is that there are too many people
even in the Congress who have not had the
opportunity to study this program in all of its
complexity. This is a tough, tough issue. And
as I could tell from your applause, you know
that the most complex system that could ever
be designed is not the one in the administra-
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tion’s bill, it's the one youre living with right
now.

Our approach is not to tell you how to deliver
health care, not to build barriers or bureaucracy.
What we want to do is to establish a framework
in which people are covered, provide the right
incentives, help to remove the barriers to access,
and get out of the way. We agree that local
community-care networks must be the center
of any reform system, groups of providers who
see their mission as keeping people well, treat-
ing the sick when they are sick, and having
the right incentives to do exactly that. We need
to look no further than your own NOVA award
winners for examples of providers who come
together and make collaboration work.

One example, the Health Partners of Philadel-
phia, where six urban teaching hospitals came
together and worked together to deal with vio-
lence and drugs and teen pregnancy in one com-
munity—this is a very moving sort of thing. This
can be done throughout America. And we could
do more of it if we covered everybody. It would
lower the cost to the overall health care system
if we did it, because we could practice preven-
tion, we could give more primary care. The sys-
tem as a whole would be less burdened, and
we could have more networks like the one in
Philadelphia you have honored.

I know that many of you are already finding
incredibly creative ways to serve your commu-
nity and are forming these networks. That ap-
proach will be quite consistent with the adminis-
tration’s approach. We helped to do that with
clear incentives for people to join together in
networks and guarantees that when they do
there will be compensation there for the services
that are provided. And we agree that reform
must simplify the system for you by reducing
the paperwork burden. There’s no excuse for
not having a single standard form to replace
the thousands of forms that exist today. And
we want to help you move forward; electronic
billing, less regulation by the Government, and
other ways to help get rid of some of this paper-
work hassle. I am tired of trying to explain why
we spend a dime on the dollar more on paper-
work, regulation, and premiums than any other
country in the world and we still don’t even
cover everybody. It cannot be explained, so it
should be changed.

And 1 want you to help me do something
else, too, when you go up to Congress. Ask
every Member of Congress, the next time some-

body comes to them and says, “What we really
ought to do is tax the benefits, the health care
benefits of middle class working people,” say,
“Well, before you tax the benefits of working
people whose wages have been stagnant for 20
years, why don’t you ask how we can justify
spending a dime on the dollar more on paper-
work, regulation, and insurance premiums than
anybody else?” That is waste. Why take some-
thing away from hard-working people before you
squeeze the system and its unconscionable bur-
dens on hospitals, doctors, nurses, and the
American people themselves? That is where we
ought to start.

I also want to talk a little bit about the guar-
antee of private insurance. Most people, under
our approach, would get insurance the same way
they do today, through their employer. Each
consumer, not an employer, not a bureaucrat,
would have a choice of health care plans and
doctors.

Let me point out something else on this
choice. Today, 55 percent of the companies who
insure their employees and 40 percent of the
total work force insured through their employer
have no choice today in doctors or health plans.
They take the plan the employer has chosen.
Under our plan, everybody would have at least
three choices of plans, including the right to
simply pick a doctor and have fee-for-service
medicine. That is more choice than exists today,
not less. Again, the rhetoric of people who have
attacked change defies the reality of what people
face and deal with in their daily lives in the
health care system today.

Once someone has picked a plan, if they need
to go to a doctor for a checkup or if they get
sick, they’ll simply take a health care security
card, show it, and get the care they need. Then
they'll fill out one standard form, and theyre
done. That way, we can go back to seeing hos-
pitals as places of healing, not monuments to
paperwork and bureaucracy.

I have heard so many stories in so many hos-
pitals, I could keep you here all day laughing,
but it would be like preaching to the saved.
The only thing I want you to do is to go tell
the Congress about it and that we can do better.

Last week when I spoke to Congress, I said
that I would veto any legislation that did not
cover every American with guaranteed insur-
ance. Now, again I want to say that I did that
because you know that unless we do that we
can’t have everybody playing by the same rules,
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using the same forms, ending the cost shifting,
and getting people the preventive and primary
care they need so they don’t simply wind up
in the emergency room. That is, all the system-
atic problems that the Hospital Association
brought to the administration when we began
this discussion will continue unless we provide
coverage to everyone.

Now again, I know there are issues to work
out. There are differences about what level of
Medicaid savings can be achieved. I'll tell you
this: Our plan is the only one that takes the
Medicare savings and puts it back into the
health care system, which is very, very impor-
tant. But the biggest thing you need to do, I
would argue, to get a good health care bill out
of Congress is make sure that the people in
the Congress understand how the system works
today and what these various approaches would
do if they were passed.

Yesterday, Families USA issued a very valu-
able document which I just received a copy
of this morning which takes 10 different fami-
lies, 10 different health situations, and goes
through in practical terms how they would be
affected if each of the major plans now pending
in the Congress were the law of the land. I
would urge you to read it. But it won’t surprise
any of you because you know how the system
works today.

Again, T implore you to take this debate to
Congress, get beyond the rhetoric, get beyond
the ideology, talk to people in the Congress
about the American people and how the Amer-
ican health care system affects them. That is
the only way we can work through the real
problems as opposed to the imagined one.

One distinguished Member of the House of
Representatives who represents a district with
a wonderful teaching hospital and who has been
required by virtue of his membership—his con-

stituency—to become an expert on health policy
over the years, read our plan the other day,
and he said, “It’s the only one that really takes
account of so many different problems that most
people don’t even know about. But I have no
idea how to get my colleagues in the Congress
to take this issue seriously and spend all the
time it would take to absorb it all.”

You can do that. Every Member of Congress
has a lot of hospitals in his or her district. Every
Member of Congress basically cares a lot about
health care. And you can come to this debate
with a perspective that is not ideological, not
partisan, has no ax to grind, doesn’t care who
wins except the American people and the Amer-
ican health care system. That's what you can
bring to this debate.

So I would ask you, at a time when some
say we just need a little tinkering and others
say there are ideological barriers to changing
it, I just want to say that Dick Davidson, your
president, in my view, said it as well as it could
be said last December. He said, “Comprehen-
sive reform is what the American people are
asking us to do. To do nothing, or worse, to
fall back on simplistic solutions, only postpones
and complicates our task.” And that’s the truth.

Let us stand together for the health care of
the American people. We have a chance finally
for the first time in decades to do this right.
You know what needs to be done. I pledge
to you an open door, a listening ear, a firm
partnership. Let’s go out there and solve this
problem for the American people.

Thank you very much, and God bless you.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 10:18 a.m. at the
Washington Hilton. In his remarks, he referred
to Dick Davidson, president, American Hospital
Association, and Carolyn Roberts, chairman-elect,
American Hospital Association Board of Trustees.

Remarks to the National Governors™ Association

February 1, 1994

Thank you very much. If anyone ever asks
you what do Carroll Campbell and Bill Clinton
have in common, you could say they have the
same throat disease. [Laughter] He’s doing bet-
ter today than he was yesterday. I'm doing
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slightly worse. The good news is, you get a
shorter speech.

I want to thank you all for being here and
for your common concerns. Yesterday we had
a good meeting and especially, I thought, a very
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good discussion about the problem of crime in
our country and the crime bill, the necessity
to put more well-trained police officers on our
streets and to take repeat violent criminals off
the streets forever but also the necessity to be
smart about the crime bill, to do things that
make sense to you and to your law enforcement
officials.

Today, I want to talk a little bit about two
other fundamental challenges that we face:
health care reform and welfare reform. They
are linked inextricably to each other. And in
order to meet these challenges, we will have
to have an open and honest partnership both
in passing the laws and, perhaps even more im-
portant, in implementing them.

We began our partnership, at least with me
in this new job, about a year ago today when
we had a very long and fruitful meeting at the
White House. I think it ran in excess of 3 hours.
That meeting resulted, among other things, in
the approval of every major waiver for State
health care reform that you have requested.
There have been 5 of them and about 90 small-
er waivers to enable different changes to be
made at the State level. In addition to that,
we’ve now granted waivers to nine States in
the area of welfare reform.

I do believe the States are the laboratories
of democracy. I do believe that where people
are charged with solving the real problems of
real people, reality and truth in politics often
is more likely to give way to making progress.

Last August you all said, Democrats and Re-
publicans alike, that our health care system is
in crisis. In the last several days we've had a
big linguistic battle in Washington about wheth-
er we have a crisis or a serious problem. I
think it’s better, since we’re at the Governors’
meeting, to focus on the facts. We do have
a system, unlike any other in the advanced coun-
tries in the world, in which insurance companies
decide who’s covered and who isn’t, what the
cost of insurance is, and what’s covered in spe-
cific policies. We do have a system in which
the number of uninsured people is going up
significantly. We do have a system in which
more and more Americans, therefore, who have
insurance are at risk of losing it if they get
sick or if their job goes away.

We clearly have a system, as our SBA Direc-
tor Erskine Bowles, from North Carolina, never
tires of telling me, where small businesses have
premiums that, on average, are 35 percent high-

er than large businesses or Government. We
have a system in which State budgets have been
extraordinarily burdened by the exploding costs
of their Medicaid match, so that last year, for
the first time ever, States spent more money
on health care than on State-funded higher edu-
cation.

We have a system in which the lowest esti-
mate of uncompensated care burdens on hos-
pitals is $25 billion a year; in which 58 million
Americans, according to the Medical Association,
are without coverage at some time during the
year; in which 81 million Americans have a pre-
existing condition, which means either that their
premiums are higher or that they can’t get insur-
ance or that they can’t ever change jobs, which
is an enormous burden in a system in which
labor mobility is, I am convinced, the key to
personal and family prosperity as we move to-
ward the 21st century.

Finally, we have a system in which three out
of four insurance policies have lifetime limits,
which means if you get really sick you might
run out of insurance in the middle of the time
when you need it most.

Now, those are facts. They can be seen in
the million letters, almost, that the First Lady
has received since we started this whole effort
to deal with health care. On the way in, I was
describing briefly to Governor Campbell a letter
I got from—or she got from Jo Anne Osteen
of Sumter, South Carolina, who owns a small
business, works 6 days a week, raised three chil-
dren by herself with diabetes and arthritis. Al-
though she had diabetes and arthritis, when she
wrote us she hadn’t been in the hospital one
time in the 12 years that she’d been with her
insurers. But her insurance rates went up to
$306 a month, even though she was only taking
home $205 a week from her business. Her doc-
tors told her that the answer was to quit and
go on disability. So she wrote, “Those high pre-
miums are going to force people like me to
the welfare and food stamp lines with no insur-
ance. I am a proud American, and I don’t want
this to happen to me. I have thought about
nothing but this problem, and I don’t know
where to turn.”

Well, T think we ought to heed her call for
help. A lot of you do, too, and that’s why you've
tried to reform your health care systems. After
all, this woman has values that keep this country
together. They're the ones that built our Nation.
And we shouldn’t force people like that to con-
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sider seriously whether they should go on to
public assistance in order to take care of their
children.

There’s a flip side to this, too, this connection
between welfare and health care, which I want
to mention. I talked about it a little in the
State of the Union Address. But we often say
to people they should leave welfare and go to
work. And we know that welfare benefits them-
selves in real dollar terms are lower today than
they were 20 years ago in most States. So that
the welfare check has almost nothing to do with
why people stay on welfare. They stay because
of the medical care and because of child care
and because they have low skills. But we have
this incredible situation in our country where
if someone on welfare leaves welfare to take
an entry-level job that doesn’t have health insur-
ance, as soon as the coverage of the Family
Support Act runs out, you have people making
low wages paying taxes to pay for health care
for people who stayed on welfare and didn’t
make the same decision they did.

So these two issues are clearly tied together,
and we need to see them together as a part
of what it would take to make America a place
where people who work hard, play by the rules,
and believe in the kind of values that permeate
the efforts that all the Governors around this
table are making are rewarded for that.

Now, we've made a beginning. Last year, the
Congress passed in the context of the budget
act a huge increase in the earned-income tax
credit which lifts families with children on mod-
est wages out of poverty. When tax bills come
due this April, 15 million families with a total
of about, we estimate, 50 million Americans,
will be lifted beyond the poverty line by getting
tax reduction under the earned-income tax cred-
it. That means that there will no longer be an
income incentive for people to choose welfare
over work.

But the welfare system has a lot of other
problems as well. Too often it still rewards val-
ues other than family and personal responsi-
bility. Instead of encouraging those to stay to-
gether as we should, it often encourages families
to break apart. Instead of encouraging children
who have children to live with their parents
or grandparents, it often encourages them to
leave home. Instead of enforcing child support
and asking those who bring children into the
world to take responsibility for them, it too often
ignores—it’s too difficult to collect the $34 bil-
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lion absent parents should be paying to their
children.

Perhaps most important—we were talking
about this on the way in—an enormous part
of this problem is the explosion of births to
people who have never been married at all. And
there is nothing in the present system, except
where the States have taken the initiative to
do it, to stop teen pregnancy from occurring
in the first place. Even in the Family Support
Act of 88, and I want to say more about that
because I'm really proud of what we did on
it, there was nothing to stop the condition from
occurring in the first place.

And we need to devote, as this debate takes
place, an enormous amount of attention to some
of the decisions that we ought to make, some
of them quite politically courageous. Governor
Campbell was talking about some of the things
they're doing in South Carolina which mirror
some of the things we tried to do at home
to try to stop these things from occurring in
the first place.

This year I have committed, and Senator
Moynihan, I think, and Senator Dole probably
both talked about this—to offer in the spring-
time a comprehensive welfare reform bill to re-
store these values of responsibility and family.
We want to help those who are on welfare to
get on their feet. We want to help them for
up to 2 years with training and child care and
other supports. But after that, we need to have
a system that says anybody who can work and
support themselves and their families must do
so, in the private sector where possible, with
a community service job if that’s the only work
available, to make welfare a second chance, not
a way of life.

Now, those of us in this room have worked
on this issue for years. I was privileged, along
with the then-Governor of Delaware, Mike Cas-
tle, to be the representatives of the Governors
who work with Senator Moynihan and with Con-
gressman Ford and others on the welfare reform
effort that became the Family Support Act of
1988. Mike Castle is now in the Congress, hav-
ing changed jobs with Tom Carpenter. Guess
who thinks he got the better deal out of that?

We never fully implemented that act. You
know it, and I know it. So we ought to begin
asking ourselves: Did we do a good job then?
What progress has been made in the States?
There’s a lot of evidence that significant
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progress has been made in the States that have
been most aggressive.

Why was it never fully implemented? Partly
because Congress never fully funded it, partly
because—as you will never hear the end of it,
they’ll say, “Well, but the States never fully used
all the money we came up with. States must
not have really cared about this because they
never provided the State match to use all the
funds.” You know why the States never provided
the State match, don’t you? You had to spend
all your money making the Medicaid match,
which was not optional, it was mandatory, and
building prison cells. That's where we spent all
of our new money in the 1980’s and the early
nineties.

So I point this out not to do any finger-
pointing but just to say one of the things we
need to do is to go back and look at that bill,
see what's good about it, figure out what will
be necessary to change so that the States can
take full advantage of that bill, because it had
incentives to work, it had supports for families.
It was never fully implemented because you had
to spend all your money on mandatory explo-
sions and medical costs and building prison cells,
many of which were also mandated by the Fed-
eral courts, not the Congress. So we need to
begin there.

We also need to know that—to recognize
again—though I will say that we estimate that
about one in five, just under one in five people
who get back on welfare after they get off do
so for a health-related reason. Because so many
people on welfare, virtually everyone has young-
er children, the loss of the health care coverage
for the younger children for people who leave
welfare is an enormous disincentive to get off
of it.

That’s why I think that a year ago in the
winter meeting, the Governors hit the nail on
the head when they said the kinds of structural
changes that must occur in the health care sys-
tem can’t be effective until every legal resident
of America has health insurance. I believe that
the health care solution and the welfare solution
are inextricably linked.

Let me say just a few words about health
care. I'm encouraged by what I understand was
said by the speakers before I got here today.
And again, I wish I could keep you in constant
session here. You seem to have a leveling effect
on the political rhetoric of the Nation’s Capital.
Guaranteed private insurance for every Amer-

ican is the only way we'll ever be able to control
the cost of this system, simplify it, and provide
the American people with security of health
benefits that can never be taken away. Unless
we do that, too many will continue to get their
care in emergency rooms, which will add billions
of dollars to the health care bill. Too many
will continue to not have certain things covered.
Too many, for example, will be part of the
Americans who add an estimated $21 billion
to our health care bills every year because they
can’t afford medicine that would keep them out
of hospitals, so they wind up going to the hos-
pitals and costing the American people much
more. We certainly won’t be able to simplify
the system and reduce the unnecessary bureauc-
racy.

One of the things that I challenge all the
folks to do who believe that the beginning of
health care reform is to tax the benefits of mid-
dle class workers who have generous health care
packages, is to say: How can we do that? How
can we start with that when we know we have
a system where we spend 10 percent more on
paperwork, bureaucracy, and insurance pre-
miums than any other nation in the world? And
these things have nothing to do with health care.
We just have a system that is organized so that
we spend a dime on the dollar more on paper-
work than any other country in the world, pa-
perwork in the insurance office, paperwork in
the hospitals, paperwork in the doctor’s office.

I just left the American Hospital Association,
and they have said, clearly, the only way you’ll
ever fix this is to have a system that provides
basic coverage to everybody, so that you can
have a single claims form which will be imposed
on the patients, single claims form for the hos-
pitals, single claims form for the doctors. It is
imperative that we do that.

There was a study in the New England Jour-
nal of Medicine a year or so ago: two hospitals,
one in the United States, one in Canada, same
number of beds, same rate of occupancy, same
general mix of treatment, one of them had 200
people in their clerical department, the other
had 6. Now, I don’t advocate going to the single-
payer system for other reasons; there are other
problems in the Canadian system. And it is the
second most expensive in the world. I think
managed competition will work better. But it
is clear that we cannot justify, in my view, taking
something away from the working people of this
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country before we clean up the administrative
costs of the present system.

I also will say without full coverage, I don’t
see any way to avoid the conclusion that States
will continue to bear a disproportionate burden
of skyrocketing health care costs. The Lewin
study showed that States would pay less under
our approach than if we just left things the
way they are and that health care would im-
prove.

I still believe in the requirement for employ-
ers to cover their employees. First of all, that’s
the way most people get their health insurance
today. Under our approach people would have
a choice in their health care program. There’s
been a lot of discussion about this. Let’s go
beyond the rhetoric to the reality today.

Today, 55 percent of all employers and 40
percent of all employees who are covered with
health insurance through the workplace have no
choice in the health care plan or the doctors
they get, they are selected by the employer,
today. Under our plan, every employee would
have to get at least three choices once a year,
one of which would be just picking your doctor
and having fee-for-service medicine.

So I'm all for choice, but we need to recog-
nize that if we want the benefits of competition
and the benefits of choice, we have to move
away from the trend that we are setting now.
We are moving in the direction of getting the
benefits of competition and market power for
big business and Government. And some of you
have asked for reforms, Governor McWherter,
among others, to put Medicaid into a managed
competition environment to get the benefits of
that. But the problem is some people will get
the benefits of that, other people on the other
end will lose choice. So if you want to pursue
both values at once, we plainly have to change
the direction in which we are going. And we
have to have a different framework if you wish
to have both.

Now, in spite of some of the interesting art
work that you've seen in the last couple of
weeks, the Washington Post said that our ap-
proach would create, and I quote, “a surprisingly
simple world for consumers.” You make a deci-
sion once a year, among at least three plans,
based on what you want. I wish we could even
have more choice. We haven't figured out how
to do that yet. But Federal employees have a
great deal, for example, and many of you in
States have given your State employees more
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and more choices. And because you have market
power, you can do that, which is why you have
to give some framework for the small businesses
to have the same market power that big business
and Government does.

Now, a lot of this approach builds on what
I have seen a lot of you do in the States. Hawaii
proved a long time ago that if you did it right,
you can have an employer requirement to cover
employees without bankrupting small business
but providing better coverage, stronger work
force, and lowering health care costs because
of the way the market can be organized. The
Governor of Hawaii has spoken eloquently about
this. You can say, “Well, Hawaii is geographi-
cally isolated and, besides that, we all like to
go there and surf and play golf or whatever.”
Well, that’s why we want to do it for the whole
country instead of just impose it on one State
or another.

We learned from Minnesota that health care
cost targets can be set and met through strong
leadership, market-forces competition, and high
quality. And I might say, Governor Carlson, that
the Mayo Clinic stands—if there were no other
example in this country, and there are—but if
you just take that one example, it is a sterling
and a stunning rebuke to those who say you
cannot provide the world’s highest class health
care and control costs.

We learned from the example of Washington
State and of Florida and most recently of Mary-
land that you can pool businesses and families
together to change the David-and-Goliath equa-
tion, and then small businesses and families can
get affordable health insurance that covers the
things which need to be covered. We learn from
Pennsylvania—we learn two things from Penn-
sylvania. The first thing is that the Governor
of Pennsylvania proves that you can do anything
in the health care system. We also learn that
better tracking of costs and outcomes improves
the quality and lowers the cost. This is an amaz-
ing thing they did, and our approach encom-
passes this. Whatever the Congress does, this
should be a part of it. Pennsylvania actually took
the time to study and report on the cost of
different procedures in different hospitals in dif-
ferent parts of the State and then measured
the cost against the results, proving that there
was not a necessary connection in many areas
between cost and quality and changing the
whole environment in terms of what consumers
then could ask for and get. This sounds like
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a simple thing, but in a system this complicated
this information, available in a way that people
can act on it, is a rarity, not the rule, in Amer-
ican health care.

So I believe that if we at the Federal level
can learn from these things and finally solve
this problem in a comprehensive way, we will
go a long way toward dealing with the welfare
reform issue, and we will lay to rest one of
the biggest problems for American families and
for the long-term stability of our society.

Now, what normally happens around here is
that everybody gives their speeches, and then
we have Washington-style reform where we tin-
ker at the edges, expand the Medicaid program
a little more. That's what we've been doing for
years, you know, just kind of backing toward
universal coverage by expanding Medicaid man-
dates. And then at the same time, we try to
ratchet down the Federal spending a little more
and pass some other incremental reforms. You
know what’s going to happen? We do that, more
mandates on you and less money for you to
pay. That's what's going to happen. More State
money put into a system that is fundamentally
broken, without enough security, where some-
one else is making the fundamental policy deci-
sions.

I talked to you a few moments ago about
Jo Anne Osteen from Sumter, South Carolina.
She wrote us last June, struggling to hang on
to both her small business and her insurance.
She had to make a choice, and she chose her
business and lost her coverage. After decades
and decades, it's time to solve that woman’s
problem, because her problem is our problem.
And her problem is now the State government’s
problem.

We really can do things around here when
we put our minds to it. We've got the deficit
going down instead of up. We all got together,
some of you mentioned it yesterday, in a bipar-
tisan and Federal, State way and passed NAFTA
when it was given up for dead. That enabled
us to get a GATT agreement which was stalled
for 7 years. Congress passed the Brady bill after
a 7-year stall. We actually can do things around
here when people work at it and they keep
pushing us to make a decision and they keep
us all in the right frame of mind and they keep
us thinking about real things. You cannot escape
the real world and the rhetoric. You can’t do
it because you're too close to your folks.

Here, we communicate most often with the
American people through an array of inter-
mediaries. And most times, too many times peo-
ple can’t get to us with their real problems.
So there is always a danger here that the policy
apparatus will just slip the tracks and that we’ll
forget what this is about.

Yesterday, Families USA issued this report,
which I urge you all to get and read. It just
takes 10 typical health care situations that actu-
ally happen to real Americans and identifies how
those things would be dealt with under the
major bills pending before Congress. In other
words, it's not about politics and rhetoric and
theory, it’s about real lives.

So I ask you to help us do this. You all differ
among yourselves; we have some differences
with you. Thats fine, that’s good, that's what
this is all about. But I remember in 1987 and
1988, we were struggling to deal with welfare
reform. And every Governor in the country
wanted to do something about it. And the polit-
ical rhetoric—the Governors were converging
around an issue, but the political rhetoric in
Washington was diverging right and left. And
we sat around here and talked; we tried to get
agreement on a policy position. And Governor
Campbell had just left the Congress where he
had been the minority leader of the sub-
committee that dealt with welfare. And he said
to the Democrats and Republicans alike, “Look,
I had to go talk to a bunch of people on welfare,
and here is the way this works. Here is the
intersection of welfare, health care, food stamps,
the whole thing.”

It was an incredible moment where all of
us had to say, this is not about rhetoric, this
is about real people. And we went on and
passed the Family Support Act, which Senator
Moynihan said was the most significant piece
of social reform in the welfare area in three
decades.

Now, we can do this on health care. I don’t
believe we can do it unless everybody gets cov-
erage. But we can do it, and you can help us
do it if you push the thing together around
real problems, real facts, and real issues, and
don’t let Washington rhetoric pull the country
apart. The country needs you, and I hope you'll
stay with us until the job is done.

Thank you very much.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 11:46 a.m. at the
J.W. Marriott. In his remarks, he referred to Gov-
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ernors Carroll A. Campbell, Jr., of South Carolina,
Ned Ray McWherter of Tennessee, and Arne
Carlson of Minnesota.

Remarks Announcing the Nomination of Deval L. Patrick To Be Assistant
Attorney General for Civil Rights and an Exchange With Reporters

February 1, 1994

The President. Good afternoon. For tens of
millions of Americans the Civil Rights Division
of the Department of Justice has historically em-
bodied what is best about our country. It's
helped us to keep the promise of our Constitu-
tion, to provide to every American equal oppor-
tunity and equal protection under the law, re-
gardless of race or gender or disability. Because
of our pursuit of equal treatment under the
law, we've made a lot of progress in this country
in the workplace, in the schools, in the voting
booths, and in the courts. But there is still much
more to be done. We need a strong and aggres-
sive Civil Rights Division and a strong and com-
passionate advocate for freedom and fairness at
the helm of that Division.

Today I am proud to nominate Deval Patrick
to be Assistant Attorney General for Civil
Rights. I believe he is uniquely qualified to lead
this Division in this decade. He’s been chosen
because he has distinguished himself as a lawyer
whose wise counsel, keen negotiating skills, and
mastery at litigation are held in the highest es-
teem.

He’s fought successfully against discrimination
and for civil rights for his entire life, both pro-
fessionally and personally. He understands that
the law is a tool to help real people with real
problems. He’s here with his family today, hav-
ing come a long way from his childhood on
the south side of Chicago through a distin-
guished academic and professional career of
which any American could be proud.

The quest for civil rights gives life to our
highest ideals and our deepest hopes. For his
entire career Deval Patrick has played a role
in that struggle, and he has made a real dif-
ference. Therefore, I know he will perform in
a very outstanding manner in his new role as
Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights.

Mr. Patrick?

Attorney General? [Laughter] 1 don’t know
what order he’s in.
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Mr. Patrick. Stick with me.
The President. That’s the idea.

[At this point, Attorney General Janet Reno and
Mr. Patrick made brief remarks.]

Assistant Attorney General Nominee

Q. Mr. President, conservative groups are al-
ready attacking Mr. Patrick, the same groups
that attacked Lani Guinier, saying that he is
the “Stealth Guinier.” How are you going to
sell this nomination and make sure that your
view of his record gets out accurately?

The President. Well, 1 think that this nomina-
tion may be about those groups and whether
they're proceeding in good faith. That is, you
know, before those groups said, “Well, we don’t
object to Lani Guinier’s career as a lawyer. We
just don’t agree with her writings about future
remedies.” So now when they say “Stealth
Guinier,” what they mean is that both these
people have distinguished legal careers in trying
to enforce the civil rights laws of the country.
I hope that Mr. Patrick would plead guilty to
that.

And the truth is, a lot of those people are
going to be exposed because they never believed
in the civil rights laws, they never believed in
equal opportunity, they never lifted a finger to
give anybody of a minority race a chance in
this country. And this time, if they try that,
it’s going to be about them, because they won’t
be able to say it's about somebody’s writings,
about future remedies. If they attack his record
it means just exactly what we've all suspected
all along, they don’t give a riff about civil rights.

Well, those of us who care about civil rights
were elected by the American people to take
care of them. That’s what we intended to do.

Death Penalty

Q. Mr. President, do you agree with his argu-
ment that the death penalty is racially discrimi-
natory against blacks?
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The President. Do 1 agree? He’s made that
argument in court. I don’t agree with that, no.

Q. A 1987 Supreme Court case.

The President. No.

Q. Have you talked with him about——

The President. But I think the most compel-
ling evidence that was introduced to support
it, as I've said many times as a supporter of
capital punishment, is that the race of the victim
seems to determine the outcome of the verdict.
There’s a lot of evidence—the Supreme Court
actually did not reject that evidence. They just
said that that was not sufficient to outlaw the
penalty as a constitutional matter. And I have
repeatedly said I think that every State pros-
ecutor ought to examine that. If there is evi-
dence—every State ought to look and see, is
there evidence that there’s a disparity in the
application of this penalty based on the race
of the victim. If there is, States ought to take
steps to try to do something about it.

Health Care Reform

Q. Mr. President, Senator Dole says that your
staff shouldn’t go around calling people liars just
because they disagree with them on health care.
Is this exchange beginning to escalate out of
hand?

The President. No. 1 don’t know what he’s
talking about. I'm sorry, I can't—I don’t——

Q. Well, he’s talking about the reply that your
office put out to an article about the Clinton
health plan in the New Republic last week,
which goes in several places to say that they
are blatant lies. He was addressing it specifically
to Mr. Magaziner.

The President. Well, I hate to use that word,
but the New Republic article was way off base.
And the New Republic didn’t make total disclo-
sure about the source of the article.

But I think Senator Dole was quite concilia-
tory at the Governors’ Association today, and
I have certainly tried to be constructive. And
I know it may make better news for you all
to drive a wedge between us, but it’s better
for the American people if we work together
and tone our rhetoric down.

Northern Ireland

Q. On a foreign policy matter, sir, Gerry
Adams says the time has come for the United
States to weigh in on the Ireland question. You
had spoken in the campaign of becoming more
involved or having the United States more in-

volved in trying to find a peaceful solution there.
Will you take a more aggressive stance toward
trying to promote a peace settlement in North-
ern Ireland?

The President. Well, when 1 spoke about that
in the campaign, we didn’t have the evidence
that we now have that the British and the Irish
Government would take the steps that they have
taken. Let’s be fair. The people that have to
resolve this are the Irish and the British, and
since that campaign, I think it's astonishing
what’s been done. The joint declaration is some-
thing the United States very much supports.

I did believe that by giving Mr. Adams this
visa, this limited visa to come here, that we
might have a constructive role in pushing the
peace process, which is why I did it. And I
think that was an appropriate thing to do. But
I think we should also support the work being
done by the Prime Ministers of both Ireland
and Britain in pursuing the peace.

Health Care Reform

Q. Senator Rockefeller today said that he
thought you were being a little bit too concilia-
tory to your good friends the Governors on
health care, and he thought that maybe Mrs.
Clinton could bring you back. [Laughter]

The President. Well, Senator Rockefeller
made a big mistake today. He’s a wonderful
man, but he made a big mistake. He read a
press report and assumed it was true, I mean—
[laughter]—or fully accurate. That is, he read
a report of someone else’s characterization of
what I said and assumed it was fully accurate.
And the people who were characterizing it obvi-
ously were characterizing the conversation in the
light most favorable to their position.

I don’t mean that the press misreported it.
I mean the press reported it accurately. But
that’s what they do. When you have private con-
versations with people, they often characterize
it in the light most favorable to their position.
I think that’s what happened.

I didn’t say anything differently in that meet-
ing than I have said repeatedly, which is that
we are and we should be flexible on the size
of the alliances—that’s already been said by Sec-
retary Bentsen—and that in order to have a
health care plan which passes muster in the
Congress, we have to have some way of showing
how much taxpayer money is at risk over a 5-
year period. That’s required of every bill passed
by Congress.
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That’s all T said, and I think the interpretation
of it—while I don’t dispute whatever they said,
I think that the folks who communicated that
to the press were doing it in the light most
favorable to their own position. I understand
that; that’s fair game. But I would caution Sen-
ator Rockefeller to not think that I'd left his
position. In many ways he’s the heart and soul

of this fight for health care. And if we change
positions, he and I, were going to try
to do it together.

Thank you.

NotE: The President spoke at 3:38 p.m. in the
Oval Office at the White House.

Message to the Congress on Small Business

February 1, 1994

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to present my first annual report
on the state of small business. This report covers
data for fiscal year 1992, a period of slow eco-
nomic recovery that occurred just before my
Administration took office.

Small businesses create many new jobs and
are an important part of our Nation’s economic
growth. That is why, in my first address to the
Joint Session of the Congress, I proposed some
of the boldest targeted incentives for small busi-
ness in history. These measures will benefit not
only small businesses, but the American work
force, our Nation’s economy, and our inter-
national competitiveness.

At the same time, we must undertake some
major corrective efforts. As small business own-
ers will testify, the best thing the government
could do for small business and the economy
is to reduce the deficit. The primary goal of
the economic program is to set the economy
on the proper course for the short- and long-
term future. Deficit reduction and shifting con-
sumption to investment are the ways to accom-
plish that goal.

Reducing health care costs while ensuring that
all Americans have access to health care is an-
other national imperative. I have said it before:
bringing health spending in line with inflation
would do more for the private sector than al-
most any incentive or tax cut we could promote.
At the same time, we must find a way to provide
health care for everyone. Currently two-thirds
of the Americans without health insurance are
employed—many in small businesses. My health
care task force has evaluated many proposals
to ensure that health care is available to small
business employees and affordable for small
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business owners. It will take time to change
our health care system, but we are taking the
important first steps.

We will also need to keep looking for better
ways to provide for workers upon retirement.
As this report documents, pension plans, like
health plans, are much less available and afford-
able in small businesses. And as the baby boom
generation moves toward retirement, issues re-
lated to Social Security and pension plan avail-
ability take on new urgency.

Beyond these long-range efforts, I have asked
the Congress to join me in investing in small
business and economic growth through specific
tax incentives, capital formation initiatives, enter-
prise and empowerment zones, technology in-
vestments, and education and job training ef-
forts.

To encourage long-term investment in small
business, I supported—and the Congress
passed—a 50 percent tax exclusion on capital
gains from investments in qualified small busi-
ness stock held for at least 5 years. This incen-
tive, which will help small businesses raise criti-
cally needed capital, is projected to create
80,000 new jobs over the next 5 years. I also
favored such an exclusion for investment in
small business venture capital firms targeting in-
vestments to minority-owned businesses. An-
other small business incentive I supported in-
creases the “Section 179” expensing limitation
from $10,000 to $17,500, which will enable a
number of smaller firms to purchase equipment
needed for modernization and growth.

My Administration supports easing the regu-
latory burden on small firms so that more of
the time spent filling out paperwork—especially
complicated or duplicative paperwork—can be
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used for more productive activities. There are
a number of measures we can take. We have
already simplified the computation of certain
taxes such as the alternative minimum tax and
we have eased the safe harbor rules related to
the individual estimated tax. And we can ensure
that Federal agencies comply with the Regu-
latory Flexibility Act, which requires them to
assess the effects of their proposed regulations
on small firms.

Recent low interest rates have made resources
more available to consumers for purchasing the
products and services of American business and
have made loans somewhat less expensive for
the business community. In addition, I have pro-
posed a number of measures to make capital
more available to small business. To ease the
“credit crunch” faced by many small firms, new
provisions are loosening restrictions on banks so
they can more easily make “character” loans,
easing appraisal requirements for real estate
used as collateral for small business loans, elimi-
nating overlapping Federal regulations on lend-
ing institutions, and establishing an appeals
process for banks and consumers who believe
they have been unfairly treated by regulators.

Small and minority-owned businesses would
also benefit from a strengthened system of com-
munity development banks. A proposed Com-
munity Development Banking and Financial In-
stitutions Fund would support investment in
community development financial institutions
(CDFIs). These CDFIs would be a source for
loans and technical assistance to individuals and
businesses in communities underserved by tradi-
tional lending institutions.

Another way we plan to support the growth
of new small enterprises, especially in economi-
cally depressed areas, is through the establish-
ment of empowerment zones, enterprise com-
munities, and rural development investment
areas. The zones and communities will be nomi-
nated by State and local governments and cho-
sen on a competitive basis after certain criteria
based on population, geographic area, and pov-
erty level are met. Businesses in these des-
ignated communities can take advantage of ex-
panded tax-exempt financing. Businesses in em-
powerment zones will be given additional em-
ployment credits and tax incentives.

Only by fully developing our technological and
human resources can we expect to be leaders
in the international marketplace. That means in-
vestment in technology and worker skills.

There are a number of actions we can take
to remain technologically competitive. We can
extend the research and experimentation tax
credit to encourage more research activities by
American small businesses. I would like to see
an expansion of the Small Business Innovation
Research program, which, as documented in this
report, helps channel Federal research funding
to innovative small firms. I support a strong
Small Business Technology Transfer program in
which small businesses work with Federal lab-
oratories and universities to develop promising
technology and introduce it into the market-
place. The manufacturing extension centers we
have proposed would help small- and medium-
sized businesses evaluate new manufacturing
technology. And I'd like to see an expansion
of the Commerce Department’s Advanced Tech-
nology Program, which provides matching grants
to companies working on generic technology. Fi-
nally, we need to speed up computer networks
and coordinate Federal information and tele-
communications policy.

We are looking at innovative ways to employ,
train, and provide for a work force second to
none. To begin with, we have extended the tar-
geted jobs tax credit, which is available to em-
ployers who hire economically disadvantaged
youth and members of specific at-risk groups.
But that is just a small part of a large picture:
many State, local, and private groups are experi-
menting with innovative ways to develop and
train a competitive work force for the 21st cen-
tury.

Clearly, our Nation faces many challenges.
Fortunately, we face them with an almost limit-
less resource—the variety and ingenuity of the
American people. If we can meet our national
challenges with the energy and innovative spirit
of America’s small business owners, we will be
doing very well. So I encourage the Members
of Congress, together with young people and
small business owners and all Americans to
reach into your imaginations: dream boldly and
begin something new.

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

The White House,

February 1, 1994.
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Remarks Prior to a Meeting With Congressional Leaders and an

Exchange With Reporters
February 2, 1994

The President. Let me say just a word here.
I can’t speak very loud. This is our first but
what will be the first of several bipartisan lead-
ership meetings, and I'm looking forward to a
productive year. We had a good year working
together in 1993. We did a lot of things, and
even though we have some differences to re-
solve, I'm convinced that we can resolve them
and work together on crime and welfare reform
and health care. And I'm looking forward to
it.

Vietnam

Q. Mr. President, there seems to be a bipar-
tisan majority, at least in the Senate, urging you
to finally lift the trade embargo against Vietnam.
Is this the moment that you're ready to move
forward on that?

The President. Well, T've not made a final
decision, but we are reviewing it and will be
reviewing it over the next couple of days.

Q. this week—have a decision this week?

The President. Well, T'll have a decision, I'd
say, within the next several days.

Q. Is that decision harder, sir, because of
your college-age protest against the war? Is it
politically more tough?

The President. Not really. I mean, I think
the fact that there are so many distinguished
veterans who think that the embargo should be
lifted and there are people on the other side
who voted who were not veterans; this is an
issue for the present day, and we just have to
do what’s right today.

Q. Is there any connection at all to the appar-
ent exoneration of Commerce Secretary Ron
Brown by the Justice Department and the grand
jury, to this decision that could happen on Viet-
nam?

The President. No.
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Health Care Reform

Q. The Business Roundtable today is sup-
posed to support Cooper’s bill. How will that
affect you?

The President. They're trying to decide what
their negotiating position would be. They told
me yesterday, the representatives, that they had
no thought that it would pass. Theyre trying
to decide what their best negotiating position
is. I made an argument that their best negoti-
ating position ought to be to say what they
thought was wrong with our bill, because almost
all of them—mnot all of them, but almost all
of them—favor guaranteed private insurance for
everyone to stop the cost shifting to them. Most
big businesses have paid higher premiums than
they should have because of the cost shifting.
And since they all cover their employees, most
of them favor some form of universal coverage.

And so I argued that if that was really their
position, their best policy ought to be to give
a laundry list of everything they thought was
wrong with our bill and that that was an appro-
priate thing, but theyll have to make their own
decision about what they want to do.

Q. Can you convince them?

The President. 1 don’t have any idea. I only
talked to a handful of them, so I didn’t have
a shot at most of them.

President’s Health

Q. How are you feeling?

The President. Good. It’s getting better.

Q. Are you going to do mostly listening or
talking?

The President. What do you think? I never
learned anything talking in my life. [Laughter]

NOTE: The President spoke at 10:13 a.m. in the
Cabinet Room at the White House. A tape was
not available for verification of the content of this
exchange.
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Remarks to the Department of Labor Conference on Reemployment

February 2, 1994

First of all, let me thank all of you for being
willing to be a part of this program today, and
all of you who are here. And let me thank
whoever set the microphone up for my hoarse
voice. I presume you can hear it out there,
even in its depleted condition.

Before I became President, I worked, inciden-
tally, with some of the people in this audience
today as a Governor for a dozen years on a
lot of these kinds of programs which we know
work. And we did an awful lot of work in my
home State to try to help customize programs
to meet the needs of not only the people who
were losing their jobs but also to fit them to
the economy that existed and the economy that
was emerging in our State and to try at the
same time to shape the economy so that there
would be opportunities for people who were
willing to go through the retraining programs.
Nonetheless, I always had this frustration that
there were a lot of people who were succeeding
because they were good people, and there were
good people running these programs and they
were making them work sometimes against all
the odds, but I never had the feeling that there
was a system established in our country that
made any real sense for the economy that exists
today and the one that’s going forward.

Now, Secretary Reich and I were talking on
the way over here, and I had already reviewed
all the materials on this conference, about the
morning session focusing on what’s wrong with
the present system and the second session talk-
ing about things that work. We obviously have
some real success stories here, and what I would
like to do is to maybe just ask some of the
panelists to talk a little bit about their own expe-
riences and then to try to identify whatever was
in their experience that ought to be part of
a national program, that ought to be part of—
in other words, every program with Federal
money in it everywhere. That's really what we
mean by national program because there’s not
a national economy in that sense.

I mean, the economy is different, and the
pool of people and what their needs are is dif-
ferent in every place. But it seems to me there
ought to be some common elements to these
programs. So that’s kind of what I hope will

come out of this, and I hope that all of you
who are out here will also be thinking of that.
We have to shape in this year legislation that
will, to use our common phrase that the Vice
President’s given us, reinvent the way we pro-
vide these training opportunities in the hope
that we can create more success stories.

There are other things we have to do, too.
And Tl say more about that at the end of the
program. But that is what I'd like to focus on,
because we have to make some hard decisions
in the next 30 to 45 days about what ought
to be in these programs, what we can fund,
and what we can’t. Inevitably welll come up
against budgetary constraints, and there will be
some things we'll be able to do and some things
we won't. So, I'd like to start by asking each
of you to talk maybe in a litle more detail
about your personal experiences. And then if
you can say in your own words what you think
ought to be in every program in every State
that affects someone like you, I hope you will

do that.

[At this point, the President participated in a
panel discussion with formerly displaced workers
and representatives of the programs which
helped them to find jobs, and his remarks were
not released by the Office of the Press Secretary.
The President then made the following con-
cluding remarks.]

Let me wrap up by just making a couple
of observations, first of all, to thank all those
panelists who were here, the ones on my panel
and the ones who were here earlier, and all
of you for coming.

What we are trying to do in our administra-
tion with the leadership of the Secretary of
Labor and the Secretary of Education and many
others is to establish a system of lifelong learn-
ing, to recognize that people are going to change
work seven or eight times in a lifetime, that
even if you're fortunate enough to have your
employer able to keep you with the same com-
pany for a lifetime, doing that will require con-
tinuous changing skills.

The way we do things will be different tomor-
row than the way we did things today. You
heard Father Cunningham talking about making
a clean car. Well, being a bank teller is a very
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different job today than it was 5 years ago, too.
Working in most hospital jobs are different
today than it was 5 years ago. Things are chang-
ing rapidly, and they will continue to.

We have some major pieces of legislation: Our
Goals 2000 bill, which affects the way public
schools operate and tries to give them some
international standards against which to measure
their own efforts; a school-to-work initiative
which tries to recognize that a lot of young
people don’t go to college but do need the
kinds of skills that we've been talking about
today. And we are going to propose transforming
the whole unemployment system to try to deal
with some of the problems you heard about
today, to make it a continuous reemployment
system so that there is at least no delay from
the time a person stops getting a paycheck until
a person starts into a retraining program, be-
cause we know that the old jobs dont come
back anymore. And we’re going to try to do
it in a way that will give enormous incentives
to support programs at the local level that get
rid of bureaucracy and that aren’t all divided
up, not only consolidating the training programs
but, with these one-stop centers, making sure
that nobody who loses a job is left to the chance
of whether some coworker says, “Well, here’s
a program that might work,” and that no one
on welfare wanders out of the welfare office
and has to depend on the luck of someone else
saying, “Here’s something that will help you
turn your life around.” It seems to me that
we have to do that.

The second thing we have to do, to follow
up on what Linda said, is to reward programs
that produce results and to make it absolutely
clear that those results are what matter, that
in the end, that the job training programs have
to lead to work or they don’t work.

Later this month we will introduce the “Re-
employment Act of 1994” which will, hopefully,
contain the wisdom that all of you have im-
parted to us today. And I hope you will help
us to pass it. In a time in which we have to
cut domestic spending, we have to find more
money to spend on this. And I am presenting
a budget to the Congress on Monday which
will eliminate completely 100 Government pro-
grams and cut back over 300 others, so that
we can squeeze the money out of this budget
to put more money into people to get jobs in
the private sector where the future of the coun-

try is.
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And again, I will say that I hope all of you
will support that, because we've got a lot of
yesterday’s programs in the Government, too,
and we're just kidding ourselves if we just keep
spending money on things that don’t really move
the whole economy forward, don’t create more
jobs, don’t give people a different and a better
future.

We know right now from what you've told
us that we have to consolidate all these different
programs for laid-off workers. And again, it
won’t be easy because there will be people, good
people in the Congress who will say, “Well,
there was reason we had this separate program.
There were people we were trying to help.”

We've got to learn to trust people like Father
Cunningham and Linda Butler, and other peo-
ple at the grassroots level who are producing
jobs. We have to consolidate the programs in
law and let them diversify, in fact, where it
makes sense, out in the country. Instead of that,
we had the reverse. We have diversified the
programs in law so that they can’t have any
impact out there in the country. So I hope you
will help us to do that.

The bill will create one-stop shopping centers,
and it will create incentives to put the consumer
first and to try to bring the business community
into this so that employers, even when they
don’t have to, will want to give their workers
more notice. Working people in this country
are grownups. They understand the global econ-
omy. They know what is happening, and they
deserve the right to control their destiny in a
better way. And so we will try to engage the
employer community in that and the labor com-
munity in that. And I'm very hopeful that we
can.

And finally, we’re working hard to get as
much money as we can to make this training
long-term, to have enough time to meet the
needs of people, and to meet the needs of our
future economy. And I have learned some very
specific things today that we're going to go back
and try to make sure we've got in that bill
as well as in the welfare reform bill. Three years
from now, I never want to hear another Cynthia
Scott story like that again. The welfare office
ought to be the work office; it ought to be
the job training office; it ought to be the place
where you can be a successful worker and a
successful parent.

So, I thank you all for coming. I thank you
for your contributions. I want to say a little
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about my friend of 25 years, our Labor Sec-
retary. I think he’s done a wonderful job be-
cause he cares about people like you, and we’re
trying to be relevant to your future.

Thank you very much.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 1:45 p.m. in the
Blue Room at the Omni Shoreham Hotel. In his

Message to the Congress Transmitting

February 2, 1994

To the Congress of the United States:
I transmit herewith the 1992 annual report
on the Administration of the Federal Railroad

remarks, he referred to the following panel par-
ticipants: Rev. William Cunningham, executive di-
rector, Focus: HOPE, Detroit, MI; Linda Lyons
Butler, job placement specialist, Tradeswomen of
Philadelphia/Women in Non-Traditional Jobs
(WIN/TOP), Philadelphia, PA; and Cynthia Scott,
participant, Project QUEST, San Antonio, TX.

a Report on Railroad Safety

Safety Act of 1970, pursuant to section 211 of
the Act (45 U.S.C. 440(a)).

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

The White House,
February 2, 1994.

Letter to Congressional Leaders Transmitting a Report on the Harbor

Maintenance Trust Fund
February 2, 1994

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I transmit herewith the first annual report
on the status of the Harbor Maintenance Trust
Fund as required by section 330 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1992 (Public
Law 102-580). This report covers the history
of the Trust Fund from its inception in 1987
through fiscal year 1992.

The Harbor Maintenance Fee and Trust Fund
program now provides 100 percent of the oper-
ations and maintenance expenditures for those
activities of the St. Lawrence Seaway Develop-
ment Corporation and the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, which benefit commercial navigation. In
fiscal year 1992, nearly $500 million was appro-
priated from the Harbor Maintenance Trust

Fund for such purposes. This report provides
an evaluation of the Trust Fund, including its
administration, use, and prospects for the future.
I have delegated responsibility for transmittal
of this report in future years to the Secretary
of Defense.
Sincerely,

WIiLLIAM ]. CLINTON

NOTE: Identical letters were sent to Norman Y.
Mineta, Chairman, House Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, and Max Baucus,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Environment

and Public Works.
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Nomination for the African Development Foundation

February 2, 1994

The President announced today that he in-
tends to nominate John F. Hicks, Jr., to be
a member of the Board of Directors of the
African Development Foundation. The African
Development Foundation is an independent,
nonprofit Government corporation which seeks
to provide self-help initiatives to the poor popu-
lations of Africa. Last week, the President an-
nounced his intention to nominate Willie Grace
Campbell and Marion M. Dawson to be among
the Board’s members.

“John Hicks has served our country well for
almost 20 years and knows what the developing
economies of Africa need in order to prosper,”
said the President. “He will be a strong addition
to the African Development Foundation’s
Board.”

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Remarks at the National Prayer Breakfast

February 3, 1994

Thank you very much. Thank you very much,
Senator Stevens. Ladies and gentlemen, you
have to forgive me; my voice has not quite re-
turned. The Vice President said earlier that
being on the same program with Mother Teresa
reminded him of the basketball player who
scored one point in a game where Michael Jor-
dan scored 68, and then he said for the rest
of his life, “Well, we scored 69 points together.”
I feel like the guy who comes in with 5 seconds
left to go with—the team’s gotten a 40-point
lead, and all T have to do is hold the ball until
the buzzer rings. [Laughter]

First of all, I thank you, Mother Teresa, for
your moving words and more importantly for
the lifetime of commitment, for you have truly
lived by what you say, something we would all
do well to emulate, and I thank you for that.

Like all of you, I was so moved by the profes-
sion of faith and the experiences of Mother Te-
resa that almost anything that any of us could
say would be anticlimactic. However, I would
like to make these points as briefly as I can,
for we come here to pray for those in authority,
those given, by the people of the United States
under our Constitution and laws, responsibility
and the opportunity of making decisions every
day which affect all of us.

First, I say that this prayer breakfast is an
important time to reaffirm that in this Nation
where we have freedom of religion, we need
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not seek freedom from religion. The genius of
the book which I have promoted almost shame-
lessly for the last several months, “The Culture
of Disbelief,” by Professor Stephen Carter, is
that very point, that we should all seek to know
and to do God’s will, even when we differ.

Second, if we really seek to do that, it re-
quires certain personal characteristics that, very
frankly, all of us in this room who have ever
been elected to anything have abandoned from
time to time, including me. It requires first that
we be humble, that we know that even as we
seek to do God’s will, we remember what Presi-
dent Lincoln said, “The Almighty has his own
purposes, and we are not capable of fully know-
ing them.” It requires, second, that we be hon-
est and that we be fair. Sometimes I think the
commandment we most like to overlook in this
city is, “Thou shalt not bear false witness.”
Third, it requires that we give our bitterness
and our resentments up.

I was thinking of this when Mother Teresa
told the story of the person who died in her
arms saying simply, “Thank you,” not “I'm cold,
I'm hungry,” a simple thank-you; someone with
more cause to be resentful, more cause to be
bitter, more cause to be angry than anyone in
this room could ever be bitter or angry or re-
sentful because of what one of us has said or
done to the other, and still dying with a simple
thank-you. Somehow we all have to give up our
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resentments. We have to find the courage and
the faith to forgive ourselves and to forgive our
foes. And if we cannot, we will surely fail.

Finally, that will permit us to do what Mother
Teresa has done, to focus every day on other
people. If Christ said we would all be judged
by how we treated the least of these—the hun-
gry, the thirsty, the naked, the strangers, the
imprisoned—how can we meet that test in a
town where we all spend so much time obsessed
with ourselves and how we stand on the totem
pole and how we look in the morning paper?
Five years from now, it will be nothing. Five
hundred years from now, the papers will be
dust. And all that will endure is the strength
and the integrity and the beauty of what we
felt and what we did.

Today this headline is in our papers: “Nine-
teen Children Found Amid Squalor in Chicago
Apartment,” not in Calcutta but in Chicago, 19
children living amid human waste and cock-
roaches, fighting a dog for food.

I say to you, we will always have our dif-
ferences; we will never know the whole truth.
Of course, that is true. But if we have learned
today, again, that we must seek to know the
will of God and live by it, that to do it we
have to give up our bitterness and our resent-
ment, we have to learn to forgive ourselves and
one another, and we have to fight, as hard as
it is, to be honest and fair, and if we can be
focused on others and not ourselves, realizing
that we did not get one whit of power from
the Constitution and laws from the framers to
do anything for ourselves, it all comes for the
purpose of helping others, then perhaps we can
do honor to the faith and to the God who has
brought us all here today.

Thank you, and God bless you all.

NoTE: The President spoke at 9:47 a.m. in the
Cabinet Room at the Washington Hilton Hotel.

Remarks and a Question-and-Answer Session at Kramer Junior High

School
February 3, 1994

The President. Thank you very much. Give
Carlotta another hand. Didn’t she do a good
job? [Applause] She was nervous. I told her
there was nothing to it. She did a great job.
Thank you, Carlotta. Thank you, Mr. Poles. I'm
very, very glad to be here.

I wanted to come here the day after I gave
the State of the Union Address last week, but
I lost my voice. And as you can hear, I haven’t
quite gotten it back. But I think I can at least
say what I came to say and hopefully answer
some of your questions.

Every year the President gives the State of
the Union Address to report to our whole coun-
try on the accomplishments and goals of the
country and of the Government. But I came
to Kramer this morning because I wanted to
say something else. And that is that the future
of our Union depends not just on the President
and the Congress, on what I do or dont do,
it also depends on you, every boy and girl in
this school and every person like you all across
this country, in the biggest cities, in the smallest

towns and all the places in between, on how
well you prepare for your life and how well
you're able to lead it. That will shape what kind
of country America is, and it will affect all the
rest of us as well.

I think all of you know this, but this school
has produced two graduates who are now part
of what T do at the White House. And I want
to formally introduce them. First, the Assistant
Agent-in-Charge of my Secret Service detail, a
person in charge of protecting me, Mr. Danny
Spriggs. Stand up, Danny. He graduated from
this school, went on to the University of New
Mexico, and played football for the Dallas Cow-
boys, and then came back to the Secret Service
and progressed through the ranks to his present,
very important position. Second, I'd like to in-
troduce one of my very talented White House
photographers, also a graduate of this school,
Ms. Sharon Farmer. Sharon, where are you?
There she is, down in front. She graduated from
this school, went on to Ohio State University
where she was elected president of the student
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body, then became a photographer, and is so
good at what she does that she is on the staff
of the President. I'd also like to tell you that
the head of our Secret Service detail, Rich Mil-
ler, grew up in this neighborhood. So there was
a lot of interest in Kramer.

The Secret Service agents every year who pro-
tect the First Family give the President and
the First Lady a Christmas gift. I don’t know
what those gifts have been in the past, but this
year I got a letter from my Secret Service detail
saying that because I had emphasized service
so much and worked so hard to pass a national
service bill, which gives young people like you
the chance to earn some money to go to college
by serving in their community, that they wanted
their gift to me to be the adoption of this
school. They wanted the people on the Secret
Service detail to come into this school, to work
with the young people, to try to make it a
healthy, safe, growing place where you could
learn more and where you could have contact
with them, some very good people who have
led very interesting lives. I can tell you, for
my money, it was the best Christmas present
I got this year. And I am very, very grateful
for it.

When these two people who work for me
went to this school years ago, our country had
some problems then, too; the bigotry, the racism
that then existed in our country was more overt
than it is now. And they had some hills to climb
to achieve what they have achieved in life.

In the years since, some of that open injustice
has gone away, but all of you know now we
have a whole set of new problems, our problems
that were maybe there then but are worse now.
There are too many neighborhoods where it
seems that nobody has a job, too many places
where families don’t stay together, and too many
places where kids are literally at risk of being
shot or beat up going to and from school and
sometimes in school. To correct this problem
we've got to work together. I've got to do my
part, and you've got to help, to create safe
schools where learning occurs and to make sure
that we have the kind of neighborhoods and
the kind of futures that all of you deserve.

I know that a lot of you have lived with vio-
lence. I know you've seen it up close. I imagine
some of you have people in your own family
who have been hurt. And maybe you know peo-
ple who have given up on themselves and given
up on our country, who've dropped out and
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are just angry all the time, doing their best
to live from day to day, not thinking much about
the future.

The first thing I want to ask of you is not
to give up. Don’t give up on yourselves, and
don’t give up on your country. I very much
want you to go to school in safety, where you
learn things and can look forward to a brighter
and richer future. I want you to feel that you
should and that you must stay off drugs and
graduate from high school and go beyond. I
want you to believe that you can do as much
with your life as Danny Spriggs and Sharon
Farmer have, or for that matter, that if you
work hard and you really care enough about
it, you might someday be in the United States
Congress like Eleanor Holmes Norton or maybe
even be running for President.

I came here, more than anything else today,
to say I don’t want you ever to give up on
yourselves. I don’t intend to give up on you
as long as I am President. I'm going to keep
working for better education, safer streets, and
a brighter future, but it's for your life. And
no matter what I do, I can’t live your lives
for you. No matter whether we do the right
or the wrong things in public life, we can’t live
your lives for you. You have to do that. Every
day you have to decide whether youre going
to be here on time with a good attitude, learning
as much as you can. Every day you have to
decide whether the future is what happens to
you 30 minutes from now or what happens to
you 10 or 20 years from now. Every day you
have to decide what you believe, what you care
about, and what kind of person youre going
to be.

I'm doing what I can to make the future
better for you. Even as we are here today, the
United States Congress is debating a bill that
the Secretary of Education, Secretary Riley, in-
troduced with my administration called Goals
2000. It embodies some ideas I have been work-
ing on for years and years, ever since I was
a Governor. And I think it's fair to say that
I have probably spent more time in public
schools like this one all over America, as well
as in my own State, than any person ever elect-
ed President. I have listened to teachers, I have
listened to principals, and I have listened to
students, not for just a year but for more than
a decade.

What this legislation that Congress is debating
does is to try to establish what kind of education
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every child needs in every school. It sets out
some goals that will guarantee that if we reach
them, all of our young people, wherever they
are, whether they come from poor families or
middle class families or wealthy families, if their
schools work right, theyll be prepared to com-
pete and to win in the 21st century.

One of those goals says by the year 2000,
every school in America will be free of drugs
and violence and will offer a disciplined environ-
ment conducive to learning. No one should have
to go to school afraid, and no school should
operate in a way that makes learning impossible.
But the truth is that while we have some legisla-
tion up there to make our schools safer, you
have a lot to do with what goes on in this
school and whether the environment is good
for learning.

Another goal says that by the year 2000 the
high school graduation rate will increase to at
least 90 percent. That’s the international stand-
ard. Another says that every adult should possess
the knowledge and the skills needed to get and
keep a good job, a job as good as people have
in other countries.

When I drive up and down streets in some
neighborhoods in this country and I see grown
people standing on the street without work, it
breaks my heart. And I know a lot of them
would like to go to work, and I know a lot
of them don’t get work in part because they
don’t have a good education. These goals, all
of these goals, are critical to your future. I want
to start with the last one.

When I was your age, the unemployment rate
in this country was 3 percent, more or less.
When I graduated from high school, I knew
a lot of people who dropped out of high school.
I mean, that was a long time ago, lots of folks
didn’t finish school. But I didn’t know a soul,
black or white, with or without an education,
who wanted a job who didn’t have one. That’s
the literal truth when I was 17. That’s the econ-
omy we had then. That was the reality then.
Everybody I knew who was willing to work
could find work.

Now, that’s not true anymore, is it? It’s just
not true. Today, more than ever before, whether
you have a job or not and how much you can
earn at the job and what your future is depends
upon how much you can learn, not just what
you know, but how much you can learn. People
who graduate from high school make twice as
much as those who don’t. Those who get train-

ing after high school make more. Those who
graduate from college make twice as much
again. And those who are willing to learn for
a lifetime can deal with the hard truth that
the average 18-year-old today will change work
seven or eight times over the course of a life-
time.

Now, that can be a good deal. You might,
if you do it right, live in the most exciting time
America has ever known, because the world is
changing so fast. Youll get to know people all
over the world. By the time youre my age,
you'll be routinely calling people around the
world with a television screen along with your
telephone, you'll be talking to people and there
will be instantaneous translation. It will be an
exciting time. But it will change so fast that
you'll have to be able to learn new things all
the time. And you have to decide whether
youre going to do that, just like we have to
decide whether we’re going to give you the tools
to do that.

I also think that we've got to say, all of us,
there’s something wrong. I heard the Vice Presi-
dent went to one of the schools here in DC
last week, and I don’t know if you saw it on
television, but one of the students asked him,
said, “How can we send a person to the Moon,
and we can’t make our schools safe?” Pretty
good question, isn’t it? What kind of country
is it that can send somebody to the Moon and
can’t make our schools safe?

Well, we've got some legislation in Congress
today designed to do that, designed to take guns
out of the hands of people who shouldn’t have
them, to restrict semiautomatic and assault
weapons, designed to provide more security for
our schools, and designed to give our schools
the tools they need; in high violence areas to
teach young people to find other ways, non-
violent ways, to resolve their differences, to stop
people from thinking about the future as what
happens 5 seconds or 30 minutes from now
and start thinking about what happens 4 years
and 10 years and 20 years from now, building
a life, not acting on a violent impulse. We're
working on that.

What the Secret Service did in adopting this
school is also a wonderful thing because, you
know, you can see me today and you can ask
me questions. And then these good folks in the
media, they’ll report it all over the country. And
a lot of young people like you will identify with
what happened. Theyll say, “Well, he didn’t
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come to my school, but at least he came to
a school like my school and talked to kids like
me.” But the President can’t see everybody. So
I hope that my Secret Service detail, by adopt-
ing this school, first of all, will make a difference
in your life. I hope it will make your education
more rewarding, more interesting, and I hope
you'll get to know these people because theyre
good people. And secondly, I hope they will
set an example, and all over America now more
people will say, “Well, maybe I ought to go
out into the schools. Maybe I ought to help.
Maybe I ought to do something for these kids.”
And if that happens, Kramer will have done
a great service for young people all across the
United States.

I want to ask you all, before I open the floor
to questions, to think about what I said today.
Yes, we need to do a better job in making
the streets safer and the schools safer. Yes,
we've got to do a better job of creating more
jobs so you have some opportunity out there.
Yes, we've got to do a better job of giving your
schools the tools they need so that you can
get the best possible education. But you've got
to decide what happens to you. You have to
decide whether you're going to give up on you
or whether someday you're going to play football
for the Cowboys and be in the Secret Service
or go off to a fine school like Ohio State and
come back and have a job at the White House.
You have to make that decision. No President,
no politician can make that decision for you.

I haven't given up on the young people of
this country. I think you are as smart and as
good as any generation we have ever produced,
and you deserve better, than you are getting.
And T am going to try to make your streets
safe, your schools better, and the job future
better. But you also have to say, “I am going
do the most I can with my life. I'm going to
be what God meant for me to be.” I'll try to
keep up my end of the deal, and I want you
to keep up yours.

Thank you, and God bless you all.

Principal Ray Poles. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. At this time, we will have some questions
from our student body before the President
comes—I would also like to take the opportunity
to introduce to you our school board president,
Ms. Linda Moody. It was an oversight on my
behalf. Thank you, Ms. Moody. We will proceed
with the questioning period. You have a mike,
okay.
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The President. Now, where are the mikes out
in the audience? Where are they? Oh, okay.
Now, how are we going to do this? The mikes
have a long cord so that the ladies can go all
the way up. If you've got a question or a com-
ment, raise your hand, and theyll bring you
the microphone. Don’t be shy. There you go.
Take mine. Tell us who you are and what grade
you're in.

Coed Lunch

Q. I'm in the ninth grade. And I would like
to know why Kramer ain’t got coed lunches.

The President. Coed what?

Q. Lunch.

The President. Lunch? That's one thing I
don’t know the answer to. I don’t know why
Kramer doesn’t have coed lunch, but surely the
principal can answer the question before I leave.
But if I were you, I'd want it, too. [Laughter]

Go ahead. Listen now; you all be quiet and
listen to your classmates, one at a time.

Crime Bill

Q. I am in the ninth grade, and I would
like to know, in respect to the crime bill, what
happens on the first or second strike?

The President. T'm sorry, I didn’t—what?

Q. In respect to the crime bill, what happens
on the first or second strike, since we’re trying
to avoid the third strike?

The President. What are the strikes?

Q. What happens on the first and second
strike?

The President. Yes. Well, on the first or sec-
ond, what happens—he’s asking—the crime bill,
there’s a provision, that will be a provision which
says if you commit three violent crimes, you
can’t be paroled. No parole after three violent
crimes. You asked what happens on the first
or the second crime. It depends on, frankly,
what the offense was. In other words, those
people will go through the criminal justice sys-
tem. And let’s suppose it’s an armed robbery,
and the maximum sentence is 20 years, and
a jury gives 15 years. Then the person will go
to prison under a 15-year sentence and will be
eligible for parole after serving a certain amount
of that time.

So then most States—and the Federal Gov-
ernment has sentencing guidelines on this—
most States have laws which say if you commit
a second crime, you have to serve a much longer
period of time before you're eligible for parole.
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But under this provision we say if the crimes
are violent, if youre really hurting somebody,
then you shouldn’t be paroled at all if you do
it three times, because you've obviously shown
that youre going to spend your life hurting
other people, and it’s not worth the risk.

But the first two will be covered by whatever
the law is now. And it depends on what the
crime is and what the circumstances are.

Safe Drinking Water

Q. Good morning, Mr. President. I'm in the
seventh grade. In your State of the Union Ad-
dress, you mentioned the Safe Water Act. What
are some of the specifics of this act?

The President. It's a drinking water act, Safe
Drinking Water Act, and what we have to—
we have to reauthorize it, but basically what
it does is to set standards. It’s important now
in Washington, you know, because you just had
some problems with that, serious problems.
What it will do is to set standards for the testing
of water throughout the country and all munici-
palities, all cities, and the evaluations of the
water systems and will have certain require-
ments to upgrade those systems, hopefully be-
fore something terrible happens like this; that
the whole idea of it is to find out problems,
if the drinking water of a given community
normally it will start to get bad and will slowly
deteriorate. So the idea is to have a testing
procedure so that the quality of the water can
always be monitored. And if it starts to deterio-
rate, there will be a requirement that it be
cleaned up so that people will always have a
safe water supply all over the country.

Crime

Q. Hello, Mr. President. I would like to know,
what can I do in my community to stop crime?

The President. Give her a hand. [Applause]
That's great. Well, I think there are several
things that you can do as a young person in
your community to stop crime. But let me just
mention, if I might, two or three.

One is, people always talk today about gangs,
people joining gangs and how bad it is, right?
But the truth is, everybody wants to be in some
kind of gang. If you play on a football team,
it's a gang, right? If you belong to a certain
church, that's a group of people who believe
like you do, and you're with them every Sunday,
and they're part of your crowd, and it’s part
of your identity. In other words, all of us want

to be with other people who are like us, who
make us feel good and important because we’re
a part of their group. In a way, the Kramer
School is a gang, right? It's a group of people
who go here, and there’s a limited number of
people, and others don’t go here. So the first
thing I want to say to you is, I think that the
more you can do as a young person to get
other young people to associate with each other
in positive ways, the less likely theyll be to
associate with each other in negative ways. You
can’t just tell kids no all day; sometimes you've
got to have something to say yes about. There
has to be something to say yes to. And you
can ask adults to do what they need to do;
if there needs to be more opportunity for recre-
ation or something else that adults should do,
provide for you, so that people can have positive
associations, I think that counts, first thing.

The second thing I think is important is that
we know crime goes down where police officers
work in neighborhoods on a consistent basis,
know the young people, know the adults, and
work to prevent crime instead of just to catch
criminals. So the second thing you could do
is to help organize people in your neighborhood
to work with people in the police to stop crime
before it happens, that is, to report suspicious
things; if you think there is drug dealing going
on or you think there are people with illegal
weapons or you think there is something else
going on, there’s some risk that might be hap-
pening, to let people know in advance. And that
really counts for a lot. I have seen cities in
this country with very tough neighborhoods
where the crime rate dropped dramatically be-
cause the people in the neighborhood got orga-
nized and worked with the police on the front
end to stop things from happening.

The third thing you could do that I think
is really important is to do everything you can
to organize young people to keep each other
in school, because most people who show up
for school on time, stay in school, learn some-
thing when theyre in school, and try to work
out their problems in a positive way in school
don’t wind up getting in trouble with the law.
Those are the three things that I think you
could do that would have the biggest impact
on the crime problem.

Family Life

Q. Good morning, Mr. President. Since family
life has been breaking down for the last 30
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years, what can my generation do to restore
family values?

The President. Did you hear what she said?
She said, “If family life has been breaking down
for 30 years, what can my generation do to
restore it?” Good question. First thing you can
do is make up your mind youre not going to
have a baby until youre old enough to take
care of it, until youre married. I mean, that’s
the most important thing.

You know, I gave—how many of you all saw
my speech the other night? Did any of you
see it? I guess you knew I was coming, so some
of you watched it. Did they tell you to watch
it? The principal told you to watch the speech.
We spent all this time—now, I'm trying to figure
out how to help people get off of welfare, good
people who are strapped on welfare, who hate
it, who don’t want to be on it. And I've got
some ideas, and I've learned a lot from people
who are on welfare about it.

But one big problem is, people get on it be-
cause they start having children when they are
children. And that’s the first thing. The second
thing that you ought to do is something you
can’t do alone, and that is that we need to
organize, starting about this age, young men to
start talking among each other about what their
responsibilities are, and that they shouldn’t—
they should not go out and father these kids
when they’re not prepared to marry the moth-
ers, they're not prepared to take responsibility
for the children, and they're not even able to
take responsibility for themselves. This is not
a sport. This is a solemn responsibility. Look,
it’s hard.

Then, once you get married, people have to
realize they're going to have to ride through
some tough times to keep the family together.
There is no such thing as a trouble-free family.
There’s no such thing as a family where fights
never occur, where differences never happen,
where some days you think it wouldn’t be easier
to quit than to go on. There is no such family.

So the third thing we should be doing when
young people are young is to say, look, the fam-
ily is the most wonderful institution in society,
but it’s a human thing, which means it’s full
of fault, too. And you need to think about it.
And when you make a commitment to it, you
need to do everything you can to hang in there
with it, all the way, because it makes life much
more meaningful. Life is lonely enough as it
is. And if you have a family and you have people
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that are helping you, it makes a huge difference,
and it makes life better.

I'm telling you, until we decide this is a—
this is a big cultural thing. We've got to make
a decision. Every one of you have to make it.
Is it right or wrong, if youre a boy, to get
some girl pregnant and then forget about it?
I think it’s wrong. I think it’s not only wrong
for them, I think it’s wrong for you. It's some-
thing you pay for the rest of your life. You
carry that in the back of your head: Somewhere
there’s some child out there you didn't take
care of that’s in terrible shape because of some-
thing you didn’t do. And if you're a young girl,
you've got to think being a mother is still the
most important thing in society. It is the most
important thing that any person can do. But
when you do it, you ought to do it when it’s
right: when it’s right for you, when it’s right
for the child, and when you can do it right.

And we just have to make a decision. If you
really want to rebuild the family, then people
have to decide: I'm not going to have a baby
until I'm married. I'm not going to bring a baby
into the world I can’t take care of. And I'm
not going to turn around and walk away when
I do it. I'm going to take responsibility for what
I do.

I wish there was some highfalutin easy way
to say it, but there’s not. There isn’t any way
to turn this thing around except to turn it
around.

AIDS

Q. My question was, what type of steps are
you going to take to help to slow up AIDS
in the community?

The President. AIDS? The AIDS problem?

Q. Yes.

The President. Good, Jesse. He asked what
we were going to do to try to slow down AIDS
in the community. How many of you know
somebody with AIDS? A pretty good number,
huh? I'll tell you what we're doing; then let’s
talk about what’s happening.

Even though, if you heard my speech the
other night, I talked about how we were reduc-
ing Government spending in many areas to
bring our debt down, our deficit down, we have
increased Government spending a lot in trying
to improve research, to try to find a cure or
at least a treatment for AIDS that will keep
people alive and to try to improve the ability
of folks who care with folks with AIDS and
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continue their useful life as long as possible.
In addition to that, we've tried to promote more
AIDS education and prevention. But this is kind
of like the question you asked me about the
family. Right now, the only thing we know that
works with regard to AIDS is not to get it.
And we know that AIDS is spread primarily
in two ways: because of drug users using unsafe
needles and because of unsafe sex, primarily
homosexual sex but not exclusively.

Now, so what we’re trying to do is to be
honest, brutally honest about that, talk to young
people, tell them that your life is on the line
and the only safe way, the only way to avoid
dying from AIDS that we know right now is
not to get it. And that’s the truth.

I think eventually we will, if not find a cure,
because it’s a virus, but we’ll at least find a
treatment that will keep people alive. But we're
not there yet. So I'm going to spend more
money every year I'm President to do more
on research and development, to do more on
care to try to lengthen the useful lives of people
with AIDS. Any of us who've ever had friends
with AIDS, some of you probably even have
family members, have been gripped by this. It
is agonizing, and it is a terrible problem for
the United States. And I have friends who have
died with AIDS or who have it now, so it’s
something I care a great deal about. But I have
to tell you again—it’s kind of like this school-
ing—that right now, as much as I can do about
it, the most important person in determining
what happens to you and AIDS is you. And
I hope that you will do it.

Private and Charter Schools

Q. Hello. I'm in the eighth grade. I would
like to know, what are your thoughts about pri-
vatization and private schools?

The President. Private schools and what? Pri-
vatization?

Q. Yes.

The President. Privatization of the schools.
Well, first of all, you asked about the private
schools. This country has always actually done
pretty well because we've had private schools
and public schools. Most people have gone to
public school, but there have been private
schools out there for people either who, for
religious or other purposes, wanted to use them.
And most schools, at least those that are reli-
giously motivated, have always provided some
scholarships for people who couldn’t afford to

pay the tuition. So I think it's provided some
competition that on balance, I think, has been
good.

There’s a whole different thing going on about
privatization, which I think is what you want
me to talk about. Baltimore, for example, has
9 or 10 schools now where the local school
board has contracted with a private company,
and they've given them whatever the budget
of the school was and let them organize the
schools, try to improve the physical facilities,
try to operate them well. Then they are respon-
sible for the principal, the teachers, how the
thing operates. I think school districts ought to
try it if they have real problems in their schools.

Those schools are called charter schools,
where the public school system gives a charter
to a private group to operate the schools. If
the schools aren’t working and if the school
board decides they can’t make them work, then
I think they ought to try this. If it works, great,
and if it doesn’t work, they’re no worse off than
they were. So I think they ought to have the
right to try it. I think they should be encouraged
to try it. Our legislation which is moving through
Congress encourages this sort of experimen-
tation.

Let me say this in defense of our schools:
Public schools and public housing projects—let’s
put them in there, too—they both worked just
fine when you had strong families, strong com-
munities, and the people who lived in them
had a job. Public schools and public housing
projects didn’t really start to break down until
the family and the jobs and the community
started breaking down. So we have loaded a
whole lot onto our public schools. Now, that
means we've got to be smart and we've got
to be creative because, still, the schools is the
best hope that all of you have. But do I think
it ought to be tried if a school’s not working
and the school board wants to try it? You bet
I do. I don’t see what we have to lose by trying
it. If the school board wants to do it, I'm all
for them.

National Information Superhighway

Q. Mr. President, how will the national infor-
mation superhighway impact schools?

The President. Great question. If we do it
right, what the national information super-
highway will do is to set up a system in which
if the schools can get the appropriate computer
equipment, which I think will happen in the
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future, that a school like this one could be con-
nected to schools all over the country, maybe
all over the world, to libraries all over the coun-
try. You could interconnect with special tele-
vision stations that were putting out certain in-
formation. In other words, you could have access
in the school, in the classroom, to worlds of
information that now you have to go someplace
to find. It would, in effect, bring instantaneously,
literally, in theory, billions of pieces of informa-
tion into the fingertips of students all over
America in all schools. And it’s very, very impor-
tant in its implications for American education
because if we do the national information super-
highway right and we make sure that we get
the kind of communications equipment, the kind
of trained personnel we need out in the schools,
it could go an enormous way toward vanishing
or erasing the difference between wealthy school
districts and poor ones, between wealthy schools
and poor ones, by giving everybody access to
the same information at the same time.

You could also have special courses like inter-
active video to take courses that otherwise could
never be made available in schools, immediately,
everywhere. So, if we do it right, it'’s going to
be great for education. It’s also going to be
a great equalizer for us. I'm really hopeful about
it.

Federal Budget

Q. Hello. T would like to know how much
money was cut from Government spending?

The President. How much money does the
Federal Government spend?

Q. How much money was cut from Govern-
ment spending?

The President. Oh, how much had been cut.
I'm sorry. Well, we spend every year—let me
tell you how much we spend so I can explain
that. We spend every year about $1.5 trillion.
When I became President we were taking in
about $1.2 trillion, so our deficit was about $300
billion a year. Last year we cut $255 billion
from last year’s budget, and we increased spend-
ing in certain areas. We increased spending in
education and health and in high technology.
And we raised taxes on the wealthiest Ameri-
cans, and we raised the gas tax some, and we
cut the deficit $300 billion. So last year there
were $255 billion of spending cuts in the budg-
et. This year, the Congress hasn’t started work
on it. I just sent a budget up there this year,
this time. So the Congress hasn't started work
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on it. But we'll have to have a whole range
of other cuts, and I propose that they cut 300-
plus different programs and eliminate 100 alto-
gether so that we can continue to increase our
investment in the things that matter, like these
education programs.

Technology in the Future

Q. Good morning, Mr. President.

The President. Good morning.

Q. I would like to know, in the year 2000,
what level of technology should we have
achieved?

The President. That is a great question. Let
me say this: I don’t think it’s possible to answer
that, because I don’t think we know how fast
technology will improve in the world. So I wish
I could answer it, but I can’t. Let me try to
give you an answer, however, by starting with
where we are now.

We know that there are seven or eight major
areas of technology that will provide most of
the high-wage, high-growth jobs of the future,
that is, the good jobs, and that if we got a
whole bunch of them, they in turn will create
other solid jobs. One of those areas is civilian
aviation. Another is biotechnology; that goes
back to Jesse’s AIDS question. Biotechnology—
how are you going to solve all these problems
of the human body and disease and everything—
there’s worlds of jobs there. Another will be
telecommunications. Another will be computer
software.

The answer to your question is, what we have
to do is to educate our people well enough
and to put enough money aside for research
so that we achieve whatever level of technology
anybody else in the world achieves. Otherwise,
they will leave us behind. But technology is
changing so fast—I can’t say—I can tell you
this: We know now that in order to have the
assurance of having a job with a growing income
right now in America, everybody that wants to
have some assurance of a decent job with a
growing income needs at least a high school
education and 2 more years of training, every
18-year old looking forward, at least.

North American Free Trade Agreement

Q. Good morning, Mr. President. I want to
know how will NAFTA affect our job market
in future generations?

The President. How will NAFTA affect our
job market in future generations? NAFTA will
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create—and of course, you know I'm for it, so
I have my view; there are people who are
against it who would give you something else.
I believe NAFTA will create a lot more jobs
for Americans because Mexico has almost 100
million people and is growing very rapidly. And
most of the products the Mexican people buy
that are made in other countries are products
made in America. In order for us to create
more jobs for the American people, we have
to have more customers for our products and
services, obviously. You look at the unemploy-
ment rate today, you can see that we're capable
of producing everything Americans want to buy
and still not using up all the labor we've got.
In other words, we can produce everything that
Americans want to buy, and there will still be
Americans unemployed. So if we want every
American who wants to work to have a job,
we've got to have more customers. NAFTA gives
us more customers, and it will create more jobs.

It will also—I don’t want to gloss it over—
there will also be some things that the Mexicans
sell to Americans that used to be made by
Americans. So there will be some job loss. But
I'm convinced there will be a lot more jobs
gained than lost. And if I weren’t, I wouldn’t
have supported it in the first place.

Antidrug Efforts

Q. Good morning. I would like to know, how
can we keep the drugs off the street?

The President. Well, T think there are two
or three things we have to focus on. How can
we keep the drugs off the street? Your ideas
are maybe better than mine. Maybe you ought
to tell me how you think we can keep the drugs
off the street. I've got two or three ideas I
want to mention, though.

One is, most cities do not have enough police
officers to give the neighborhoods the kind of
coverage they need. Thirty years ago, there were
three police officers in this country for every
violent crime reported. Today, there are three
crimes, violent crimes, for every police officer.
So most cities simply don’t have the people they
need to work in the neighborhoods, stay there,
and help keep the places safe and drug-free
first thing.

Second thing is that schools should become
drug-free areas. You ought to be able to get
the drugs out of the schools, and then kids
should be taught from a very early age about

the hazards of drugs, that they can kill you,
they can take your life away.

The third thing is, we've got to bring another
economy to the areas where people are doing
drugs, because it's a business. People have to
have other ways of making a living. We have
to create an alternative future.

So I think there’s law enforcement. I think
there’s drug education and treatment, which I
know works, because my own brother has had
a drug problem, so I know that works. But I
think you also have to create another future.
We have to tell people—keep in mind, the
drugs got real bad in the places where the fam-
ily and the community and the jobs were all
disappearing. So I think we have to again create
an alternative reality. One of the things we're
trying to do in our administration is to create
some conditions in which people will go in and
invest money and hire people in these areas
where people have been making money off
drugs instead of off honest jobs. But you all
might have better ideas than that. If you've got
any ideas for me about what to do about drugs,
stand up and give me one of your ideas. I'd

like to have—go ahead.

Goals for National Renewal

Q. I'm in the eighth grade. Mr. President,
how will the renewal reform reach out for the
betterment of our children?

The President. 1 understand now. I'm sorry.
You have to forgive me, I'm a little hard of
hearing. It comes with age for some people.
Well, it will be better in several ways. First
of all, obviously if we can keep creating more
jobs, that provides more hope. Jobs and incomes
help families to stay together; they help people
to succeed as parents. Let me say one more
thing about—I got asked some questions earlier
about what can be done to strengthen the fam-
ily. For people who already have children,
you've got to do the best you can, and you
can succeed. I mean, I was raised by a mother
who was a single parent when I was born. So
a lot of people do a good job. But the first
thing we've got to do is to provide more jobs
and keep doing it until we can put our people
to work.

The second thing we have to do is to give
people a sense that they can take their streets
back, that through this crime bill and through

these other initiatives, people that are willing
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to obey the law can at least live in a safe envi-
ronment and children can go to a safe school.

The third thing that we have to do, in my
opinion, is to try to give people a leg up in
life. That's what the education programs and
the welfare reform programs are all about, giv-
ing people a chance to see that they can always
do better than theyre doing if theyre willing
to work at it.

The fourth thing we have to do, and this
is why I want the health care program to pass
so much, is to give people the security of know-
ing that they can succeed in all these different
ways: that you can succeed as a student, you
can succeed as a worker, you can succeed as
a parent, and that if you work hard and play
by the rules and you try to make something
of your life, you will have a certain level of
personal security. And that's what were trying
to do.

In other words, I think America should be
seen as sort of an extended family, a big com-
munity. And I think we should look at all of
our people, without regard to where they live
or what their race is, as an enormous resource,
as something precious, where everybody is
equally important. And I don’t think we can
make it as a country unless we do that. I don’t
think we can make it as a country—in my old
age, when I want to be retired and taken care
of by somebody else—unless all of you do well.
And we are going to have to reinvigorate our
education system, our job system, our criminal
justice system, and our health care system, at
least, if you all are going to do that. And that’s
what I work for all the time, so that youll have

the freedom to make whatever you want of your
life.

I mean, I don’t like the fact that a lot of
young people like you wake up every day and
look in the mirror and don’t believe that they
could do whatever they want to do. The best
thing that could ever happen to us is if tomor-
row you and everybody like you got up and
got ready for school and looked in the mirror
and said, “You know, whatever I really want
to do, I can go as far as my God-given abilities
will take me. I'm not going to be burdened
by violence. I am not going to be interfered
with by drugs. I'm not going to be interfered
with by bigotry. I'm not going to do anything
stupid to mess myself up. I'm going to hold
on and make my life something. And it’s never
too late to get a second chance. No matter
what’s happened before, I can do better.” That
would be the best thing that ever happened
to this country, if all of you believe that and
acted on it. And I'm just trying to create an
environment where it’s true enough so that all
of you can believe it.

Are we done?

Principal Poles. Thank you, Mr. President.
This concludes our question-and-answer series.

The President. Thank you. You guys have
been great. Good luck. God bless you. Thank
you.

NoTE: The President spoke at 10:50 a.m. in the
auditorium. In his remarks, he referred to Carlotta
Harper, president, student government associa-
tion.

Remarks on Lifting the Trade Embargo on Vietnam and an

Exchange With Reporters
February 3, 1994

The President. Thank you very much. I want
to especially thank all of you who have come
here on such short notice. From the beginning
of my administration, I have said that any deci-
sions about our relationships with Vietnam
should be guided by one factor and one factor
only: gaining the fullest possible accounting for
our prisoners of war and our missing in action.
We owe that to all who served in Vietnam and
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to the families of those whose fate remains un-
known.

Today I am lifting the trade embargo against
Vietnam because I am absolutely convinced it
offers the best way to resolve the fate of those
who remain missing and about whom we are
not sure. We've worked hard over the last year
to achieve progress. On Memorial Day, I
pledged to declassify and make available virtually
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all Government documents related to our
POW’s and MIA. On Veterans Day, I an-
nounced that we had fulfilled that pledge. Last
April, and again in July, I sent two Presidential
delegations to Vietnam to expand our search
for remains and documents. We intensified our
diplomatic efforts. We have devoted more re-
sources to this effort than any previous adminis-
tration. Today, more than 500 dedicated military
and civilian personnel are involved in this effort
under the leadership of General Shalikashvili,
Secretary Aspin, and our Commander in the
Pacific, Admiral Larson. Many work daily in the
fields, the jungles, the mountains of Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Laos, often braving very dan-
gerous conditions, trying to find the truth about
those about whom we are not sure.

Last July, I said any improvement in our rela-
tions with Vietham would depend on tangible
progress in four specific areas: first, the recovery
and return of remains of our POW’s and MIA;
second, the continued resolution of discrepancy
cases, cases in which there is reason to believe
individuals could have survived the incident in
which they were lost; third, further assistance
from Vietnam and Laos on investigations along
their common border, an area where many U.S.
servicemen were lost and pilots downed; and
fourth, accelerated efforts to provide all relevant
POW/MIA-related documents.

Today, I can report that significant, tangible
progress has been made in all these four areas.
Let me describe it. First, on remains: Since
the beginning of this administration, we have
recovered the remains of 67 American service-
men. In the 7 months since July, we've recov-
ered 39 sets of remains, more than during all
of 1992. Second, on the discrepancy cases: Since
the beginning of the administration, we've re-
duced the number of these cases from 135 to
73. Since last July, we've confirmed the deaths
of 19 servicemen who were on the list. A special
United States team in Vietnam continues to in-
vestigate the remaining cases. Third, on coopera-
tion with Laos: As a direct result of the condi-
tions set out in July, the Governments of Viet-
nam and Laos agreed to work with us to inves-
tigate their common border. The first such in-
vestigation took place in December and located
new remains as well as crash sites that will soon
be excavated. Fourth, on the documents: Since
July, we have received important wartime docu-
ments from Vietnam’s military archives that pro-
vide leads on unresolved POW/MIA cases.

The progress achieved on unresolved ques-
tions is encouraging, but it must not end here.
I remain personally committed to continuing the
search for the answers and the peace of mind
that families of the missing deserve.

There’s been a substantial increase in Viet-
namese cooperation on these matters over the
past year. Everyone involved in the issue has
affirmed that. I have carefully considered the
question of how best to sustain that cooperation
in securing the fullest possible accounting. I've
consulted with my national security and veterans
affairs advisers, with several outside experts,
such as General John Vessey, the former Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who has been
an emissary to Vietnam for three Presidents
now. It was their view that the key to continued
progress lies in expanding our contacts with
Vietnam.

This was also the view of many distinguished
Vietnam veterans and former POW’s who now
serve in the Congress, such as Senator Bob
Kerrey and Congressman Pete Peterson, who
are here. And I want to say a special word
of thanks to Senator John Kerry—is he here?
There he is. He just came in—and Senator John
McCain, who had to go home on a family matter
and could not be here. But I thank the two
of you so much for your leadership and your
steadfastness and all the rest of you, Senator
Robb and so many others, especially those who
served in Vietnam, for being counted on this
issue and for taking all the care you have for
such a long time.

I have made the judgment that the best way
to ensure cooperation from Vietnam and to con-
tinue getting the information Americans want
on POW’s and MIA’s is to end the trade embar-
go. I've also decided to establish a liaison office
in Vietnam to provide services for Americans
there and help us to pursue a human rights
dialog with the Vietnamese Government.

I want to be clear: These actions do not con-
stitute a normalization of our relationships. Be-
fore that happens, we must have more progress,
more cooperation, and more answers. Toward
that end, this spring I will send another high-
level U.S. delegation to Vietnam to continue
the search for remains and for documents.

Earlier today I met with the leaders of our
Nation’s veterans organizations. I deeply respect
their views. Many of the families they represent
have endured enormous suffering and uncer-
tainty. And their opinions also deserve special
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consideration. I talked with them about my deci-
sion. I explained the reasons for that decision.
Some of them, in all candor, do not agree with
the action I am taking today. But I believe we
all agree on the ultimate goal: to secure the
fullest possible accounting of those who remain
missing. And I was pleased that they committed
to continue working with us toward that goal.

Whatever the Vietnam war may have done
in dividing our country in the past, today our
Nation is one in honoring those who served
and pressing for answers about all those who
did not return. This decision today, I believe,
renews that commitment and our constant, con-
stant effort never to forget those until our job
is done. Those who have sacrificed deserve a
full and final accounting. I am absolutely con-
vinced, as are so many in the Congress who
served there and so many Americans who have
studied this issue, that this decision today will
help to ensure that fullest possible accounting.

Thank you very much.

Vietnam

Q. Mr. President, aren’t you giving up some
leverage, though? Could we ask about that? And
what do you anticipate in terms of American
trade? What's the size of the market? What do
you think the opportunities are?

The President. 1 have no idea. I wanted to
make sure that the trade questions did not enter
into this decision. I never had a briefing on
it, and we never had a discussion about it. I
thought it was very important that that not be
a part of this decision.

I don’t think we're giving up anything. It was
the consensus of all those who had been there,
who had worked there that we had gotten so
much more cooperation that we needed to keep
moving the process forward and that we would
lose leverage if there were no forward move-
ment. Have we given up anything? I don’t think
so. Nothing we are doing today is irreversible
if the cooperation ceases. So I am convinced
we are moving in the right direction for the
right reasons.

Q. Mr. President, you mentioned people who
had been to Vietnam, had served; you did not.
Did this have any role in your decision, and
did it make it more difficult for you to reach
this decision?

The President. No. I do think, however, every-
body my age, whether they were in Vietnam
or not, knew someone who died there, knew
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someone who was wounded there. And I think
people in our generation are perhaps more in-
sistent on trying to get a full accounting, more
obsessed with it than perhaps people who are
younger and people who are older, except those
who had children there. I think that was the
only thing.

I have spent an enormous amount of time
on this issue. I got a personal briefing when
I was in Hawaii last summer. I have talked
to some of the young people who were there
digging in the jungles for the remains. I have
really thought about this, and I have tried to
listen hard. When Senator Kerry and Senator
McCain and their delegation came back, we had
a long meeting here about it. I think the people,
all the people my age just want to know we've
done everything we can. And I think this is
consistent with doing that.

Immigration

Q. Mr. President, on another subject, what
do you hope to achieve with the immigration
crackdown that was announced today? And do
you have any concerns that people’s rights will
be violated?

The President. Well, we're going to do our
best not to violate anybody’s rights. What we
hope to achieve is a continued environment in
which America will be open for legal immigra-
tion—we are a nation of immigrants—but in
which we can do our best to protect our bor-
ders.

Health Care Reform

Q. You've had, sir, two influential business
groups say that they prefer other plans than
yours for health care. Does that hurt you?

The President. [Inaudiblel—what the Cham-
ber of Commerce said.

Q. Does their stand, saying that other direc-
tions are the way to go, particularly the Business
Roundtable, does that hurt you in negotiations
as you move forward?

The President. T don’t want to make too much
of it, because the people who came in here
to see me said it was a negotiating strategy.
And T said, “Well, if all of you are providing
health care coverage to your employees, I don’t
think you want to come out for a position
against providing guaranteed health insurance to
all American workers.” So I don’t know what
to make of it, but I wouldnt read too much
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into it. This is the beginning of what will be
a protracted legislative discussion.

Former President Ronald Reagan

Q. Tonight, sir, Ronald Reagan is apparently
going to take issue with some of your criticisms
of him. Do you feel that you have been unfairly
savaging his record in the 1980°s?

The President. Gee, I don’t think I've been
very critical of him at all. You know, I disagreed
with the economic policy, I said so. I think

if you go back over the rhetoric of this last
year, it'’s been fairly free of obsession with the
past. I'm not much into that. I'm looking toward
tomorrow.
Q. You hired Gergen, after all. [Laughter]
The President. What greater compliment
could I pay President Reagan?

NoTE: The President spoke at 5:06 p.m. in the
Roosevelt Room at the White House.

Letter to Congressional Leaders Transmitting a Report on Implementation

of the Privacy Act
February 3, 1994

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. President:)

I am pleased to forward the enclosed report
on the Federal agencies’ implementation of the
Privacy Act of 1974, as amended (5 U.S.C.
552a). The report covers calendar years 1990
and 1991.

In addition to the data required to be re-
ported by the statute, the report also describes
agencies’ efforts in training their employees to
carry out the provisions of the Privacy Act re-
sponsibly and reliably.

While agencies continue to meet their respon-
sibilities under the Act, they are becoming in-

creasingly concerned about how the Act’s provi-

sions will work in a computerized environment.

A challenge for the years ahead will be to har-

monize the provisions of the Privacy Act with

the technologies that are now coming into play.
Sincerely,

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

NoOTE: Identical letters were sent to Thomas S.
Foley, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Robert C. Byrd, President pro tempore of
the Senate.

Message to the Congress Transmitting the Great Egg Harbor Study

February 3, 1994

To the Congress of the United States:

I take pleasure in transmitting the enclosed
report on the Great Egg Harbor River in the
State of New Jersey. The report is in response
to the provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, Public Law 90-542, as amended. The Great
Egg Harbor Study was authorized by Public Law
99-590, approved on October 30, 1986.

The study of the Great Egg Harbor River
was conducted by a task force made up of rep-
resentatives of affected municipalities, State and
Federal agencies, organizations with river-related
interests, and local residents under the leader-
ship of the National Park Service. The National

Park Service, together with the task force, iden-
tified the outstandingly remarkable resources
within the study area, analyzed existing levels
of protection for these values, investigated major
issues and public concerns, assessed the attitude
of riparian landowners, reviewed and analyzed
the impact of existing and potential develop-
ment, and developed alternative plans and man-
agement strategies.

The National Park Service determined that
129 miles of the Great Egg Harbor River and
its tributaries are eligible for inclusion in the
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National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. This
is based upon their free-flowing condition and
fish, wildlife, botanic, and recreational values.

Eleven of the 12 affected local governing bod-
ies endorsed designation of the eligible river
segments. The lone exception, Upper Township
on the Tuckahoe River tributary, did not take
a position nor did the State of New Jersey.

Perhaps due to this overwhelming support,
the 102d Congress proceeded to designation

without waiting for submittal of the required
report and Presidential recommendation. While
a Presidential recommendation is now moot, I
am submitting the report to fulfill the require-
ments of sections 4(a) and 5(a)(93) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act.

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

The White House,
February 3, 1994.

Message to the Congress Transmitting the Maurice and Manumuskin River

and Menantico Creek Study
February 3, 1994

To the Congress of the United States:

I take pleasure in transmitting the enclosed
report on the Maurice and Manumuskin River
and Menantico Creek in the State of New Jer-
sey. The report and my recommendations are
in response to the provisions of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, Public Law 90-542, as
amended. The study of the Maurice River and
these two tributaries was authorized by Public
Law 100-33, approved on May 7, 1987.

The study of the Maurice River and tribu-
taries was conducted by a task force composed
of representatives of affected municipalities,
State and Federal agencies, organizations with
river-related interests, and local residents under
the leadership of the National Park Service
(NPS). The NPS, together with the task force,
identified the outstandingly remarkable re-
sources within the study area, analyzed existing
levels of protection for these values, investigated
major issues and public concerns, assessed the
attitude of riparian landowners, reviewed and
analyzed the impact of existing and potential
development, and developed alternative plans
and management strategies.

The NPS determined that 42.4 miles of the
Maurice River and its tributaries are eligible
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for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. This is based upon their free-
flowing condition and fish, wildlife, and vegeta-
tive values. There are also important cultural
values and surface water quality of the
Manumuskin and Menantico is very good.

In accordance with the wishes of local govern-
ment, the NPS did not consider Federal land
acquisition or management as an alternative for
protecting river resources. Instead, the study fo-
cused on assisting the political subdivisions in
developing and adopting local measures for pro-
Viding resource protection where existing protec-
tion had been inadequate.

Due to strong local and congressional support,
the 103d Congress proceeded to designation
without waiting for submittal of the required
report and Presidential recommendation. While
a Presidential recommendation is now moot, I
am submitting the report to fulfill the require-
ments of section 4(a) and sections 5(a)(96)
through 5(a)(98) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act.

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

The White House,
February 3, 1994.
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Nomination for the National Labor Relations Board

February 3, 1994

The President announced his intention today
to nominate Charles I. Cohen to be a member
of the National Labor Relations Board.

“Charles Cohen is a respected attorney with
years of experience on the NLRB staff. I believe

he will be an effective member of the Board,”
said the President.

NOTE: A biography of the nominee was made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

Memorandum on Lifting the Trade Embargo on Vietnam

February 3, 1994

Memorandum for the Secretary of State, the
Secretary of Treasury, the Secretary of
Commerce

Subject: Lifting of the Embargo Against Vietnam

I hereby direct the Secretary of the Treasury
to take all appropriate actions to authorize pro-
spectively all trade and financial dealings with
Vietnam, and the Secretary of Commerce to ex-
empt Vietnam from existing controls imple-
menting the embargo. Vietnamese assets in the
United States or within the possession or control

of persons subject to U.S. jurisdiction and that
are now blocked should remain blocked until
further notice.

In discharging these responsibilities, you are
directed to consult with the heads of other Ex-
ecutive departments and agencies as may be
appropriate.

WILLIAM |. CLINTON

NoTE: This memorandum was made available by
the Office of the Press Secretary on February 4.

Statement on the Observance of National African-American History Month

February 4, 1994

I want to extend my greetings to all of you
who are celebrating African-American History
Month during this important time of renewal
and reflection for our country.

America was founded on the principle that
we're all created equal, and this solemn commit-
ment to tolerance and freedom must continue
to bind us as a nation. Our diverse culture en-
riches and broadens the American experience
of which African-American heritage is an insepa-
rable part. It weaves throughout our country’s
history, profoundly influencing every aspect of
our national life.

We've come a long way since the days when
white-only and colored-only signs disfigured our
country’s landscape and demeaned too many of
our citizens. African-Americans have made great
strides in recent years, commanding leadership

positions in the public and private sectors in
record numbers. Opportunities for education ad-
vancement, election, and mobility continue to
expand among black Americans, and our coun-
try’s moving ever closer to fulfilling its funda-
mental promise of equality for all.

Yet the truth is, many problems continue to
plague our communities, tarnishing that ideal
of equality because they affect African-Ameri-
cans more adversely than the rest of us. The
poverty, the drugs, the violence that afflict too
many of our people in our communities, of all
races and backgrounds, have severely harmed
black children, women, and men, threatening
our vision of a better world.

Throughout this month, we look to the lessons
of our past for solutions to these crises, in the

hope of building a brighter world for the future.
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Many such solutions can be found in the rich
history of the African-American people. The
speeches of Martin Luther King and Malcolm
X, the writings of W.E.B. Du Bois, Frederick
Douglass, Sojourner Truth, the powerful lit-
erature of Toni Morrison, Richard Wright, Alice
Walker, and so many others explore the difficul-
ties and the joys that pervade the African-Amer-
ican experience.

By rediscovering and celebrating this wealth
of history, we can draw strength from the suc-
cesses of these great leaders and determination
from their example for the hard work in the
days ahead to forge a new era of healing and
hope. As we continually strive to embrace the
talent and creativity of all our Nation’s people,
I want to give my best wishes to all of you
for an exciting, productive, and renewing month.

Nomination for Posts at the Department of Justice

February 4, 1994

The President announced today that he in-
tends to nominate Michael R. Bromwich to be
the Inspector General of the Justice Department
and Lois Jane Schiffer to be the Assistant Attor-
ney General for Environment and Natural Re-
sources.

The President’s Radio Address
February 5, 1994

Good morning. This morning I want to talk
with you about jobs, how more Americans can
find new jobs and better ones, how we can
help business to create those jobs, and how we
can prepare our people to hold them.

I became President committed to growing the
economy, cutting the deficit, and creating new
jobs. A year later, we've made real progress to-
ward all those goals. We brought down next
year’s projected deficit by $126 billion, about
40 percent less than it was predicted to be.
And in the past 12 months, the economy has
created 1.9 million new jobs, 90 percent of them
in private industry. In fact, more private sector
jobs were created in the past year than in the
previous 4 vyears. So together weve accom-
plished a lot. But we've got a lot more to do
to achieve a lasting recovery that benefits every
region of our country and every sector of our
society. We must maintain budget discipline,
continue our comprehensive strategy to create
more growth and more opportunity for more
Americans, and make sure our workers and our

184

“Michael Bromwich and Lois Jane Schiffer
are respected attorneys with long records of
achievement,” said the President. “They will be
strong additions to the Department of Justice.”

NOTE: Biographies of the nominees were made
available by the Office of the Press Secretary.

young people especially have the new skills for
the jobs that will be created.

On Monday, T'll submit the next installment
of our plan for deficit reduction and economic
growth. The budget cuts spending for more than
300 Government programs, completely elimi-
nates more than 100 programs, and reduces the
Federal work force by more than 100,000 and
gives 7 to 14 Cabinet Departments less money
than last year.

Meanwhile, we invest more in developing new
technologies to create new jobs, in educating
our children and training our workers for those
jobs, and fighting crime and protecting the envi-
ronment, and in giving our children a healthy
start in life. We have to cut spending on yester-
day’s outmoded programs so we can bring down
the deficit and still invest more in tomorrow’s
most urgent priorities.

This morning, I want to tell you more about
one of our most important priorities: helping
people from unemployment to work, from wel-
fare to work, from school to work, and from
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lower paying work to better paying work. For
all our success at creating new jobs, too many
people are still looking for work, too many work-
ers’” wages are still stagnant and have been for
two decades, and too many young people are
not on track for good paying jobs.

Because the global economy and new tech-
nologies have changed the rules of the game,
the only ticket to good jobs with growing in-
comes are real skills and the ability to keep
learning new ones. That's why I've called for
a revolution in education and training, from our
schools to our unemployment offices to our job
training programs. Our American workers must
be the best educated, best trained, and most
highly skilled in the world.

With our Goals 2000 program, we’ll improve
our schools, linking world-class standards to
grassroots reforms all over America. With our
school-to-work initiative, we’re linking schools
with workplaces and providing improved training
for young people who want to go from high
school to work. These initiatives have been ap-
proved by the House of Representatives and
will be considered this week by the Senate.

Just as we need to train our young people,
we must retrain millions of workers who have
been displaced by technological change, by
international trade, by corporate restructuring,
and by reducing defense spending. Later this
month, we’ll introduce the “Reemployment Act
of 1994” to consolidate dozens of different job
training programs and convert the unemploy-
ment system into a reemployment system. We
have to do this because the unemployment sys-
tem and the patchwork of job training programs
have been trapped in a time warp, frozen in
bygone days when most laid-off workers could
expect to be called back to their old jobs. Now
we need one source of job training, counseling,
and income support that workers can call upon
as soon as they know theyre losing their jobs
because most workers won’t be called back to
their old jobs and because most younger workers
can look forward to changing work seven or
eight times in a lifetime.

The reemployment act will create one-stop
job centers where every unemployed worker will
be able to learn new skills, find out about new
opportunities, and get help for themselves and
their families. The plan works hand in hand
with our plans for welfare reform and health
care reform. We need to make every welfare
office a work office where people will be en-

couraged to seize opportunities for training and
jobs. And when we guarantee health security
for every American, guaranteed private insur-
ance that can never be taken away, then people
will no longer be afraid that theyll lose their
medical coverage when they move from welfare
to work or from their old jobs to new ones.

Last week, I met with hundreds of workers,
business people, and job trainers who told me
how their communities have met the challenges
of offering new skills and new opportunities.
I was inspired by the drive and dedication of
people like Deb Woodbury from Bangor, Maine,
who lost a factory job and learned new skills
as a marketing sales representative; Cynthia
Scott of San Antonio, who went from welfare
to a training program in nursing and a job in
a hospital; Donald Hutchinson, a high school
graduate from Detroit, who learned new skills
as a machinist; and John Hahn of Niagara Coun-
ty, New York, who was laid off from a job he
had for 28 years and learned new skills for a
new career as a biomedical technician.

Our economic plan is based on this simple
but powerful truth: When you give ordinary peo-
ple new opportunities, they’ll do extraordinary
things. The only way we can offer those new
opportunities for education and training for new
jobs and better jobs is to do the same things
with the Federal budget that you do with your
family budget, make tough choices, provide for
the future, and make distinctions between lux-
uries and necessities.

In the weeks ahead, youll hear the voices
of those with a vested interest in the programs
and policies of the past. I ask you to join me
in fighting for the future. Together we've cre-
ated almost 2 million jobs in just 12 months.
We can create 2 million more in 1994, and
we can prepare our working people and our
young people for the jobs of the future. To-
gether we can finish the job we began just one
year ago if we keep working at it.

Thanks for listening.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 10:06 a.m. from
the Oval Office at the White House. A tape was
not available for verification of the content of this
address.
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Statement on the Sarajevo Marketplace Attack

February 5, 1994

I am outraged by this deliberate attack on
the people of Sarajevo. There can be no possible
military justification for an attack against a mar-
ketplace where women, men, and children of
the city were pursuing their everyday lives. The
United Nations should urgently investigate this
incident and clearly identify those who are
guilty.

I have directed that Secretary Christopher en-
gage our allies in Europe and the United Na-

tions on the situation and on appropriate next
steps. As he and Secretary of Defense Perry
have stated, we rule nothing out.

I have also directed the Department of De-
fense to offer its assistance in evacuating, hos-
pitalizing, and treating those injured in this sav-
age attack.

I know I speak for all Americans in expressing
our revulsion and anger at this cowardly act.

Remarks and an Exchange With Reporters on Bosnia

February 6, 1994

The President. 1 have just completed a meet-
ing with advisers discussing the terrible and out-
rageous incident in Sarajevo yesterday. I'm glad
to report that the United States has been able
to evacuate several of the wounded and their
family members and theyre on their way to
a hospital in Germany. We'll be continuing to
work on that.

I have asked Ambassador Albright to urge
the United Nations to accelerate the efforts to
try to confirm responsibility for the strike in
the market yesterday. And I have approved hav-
ing the Secretary of State and Ambassador
Albright continue their consultations with our
allies about what next steps should be taken
in response to this particular incident and to
make an effort to try to reach a settlement,
hoping that the shock of this incident will per-
haps make all parties more willing to bring this
matter to a close.

The ultimate answer to all this killing is for
the three parties to reach an agreement that
they can live with and honor. There have been
several times over the last couple of months
when it didn’t seem that they were all that far
apart, and I hope that the shock of these deaths
will reinforce to them, as it does to the entire
world, that they ought to go on and reach a
settlement. And we will do what we can to push
that.

Q. Have you decided against air strikes, Mr.
President?
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The President. No, but it’s not a decision—
first of all, T want to give the U.N. a chance
to confirm responsibility for this. Obviously, it
seems highly likely that the Serbs are respon-
sible, but there ought to be some effort to con-
firm it since their leader has denied it. And
also, as you know, the authority under which
air strikes can proceed, NATO acting out of
area pursuant to U.N. authority, requires the
common agreement of our NATO allies. So I
cautioned them on this at our NATO meeting.
Many of them remain concerned that because
they have soldiers on the ground—something
we don’t have—that their soldiers will be retali-
ated against if we take action from the air.
That’s not to say that there won’t be retaliation,
because we certainly discussed it in considerable
length today, and I discussed it yesterday. But
I just want to try to explain why there’s more
reluctance on the part of some of the Europeans
than there is on the part of the United States,
because they do have troops on the ground,
and they are worried about some retaliation
coming to those troops.

Q. What are your thoughts now on lifting
the arms embargo?

The President. T've always been for it. 1
haven't changed my position on that. I do be-
lieve, however, that the appropriate thing to do
now is to see if this horrible incident can be
the spur to a vigorous effort to achieve a peace
agreement. And that's what we ought to focus
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on now. If we continue to fail in the face of
these kinds of incidents—I think that the United
States position on the arms embargo is only
reinforced by the kind of thing that happened
yesterday. But I want to try to work with our
allies now to take a shot at hoping we can bring
this matter to a conclusion.

Q. Yesterday you said in your statement that
you called the massacre a cowardly act. But
some Members of Congress are saying that the
U.S. is acting cowardly by repeatedly saying that
they will consider air strikes without making
good on those threats.

The President. Well, the United States, I will
say again, under international law, in the ab-
sence of an attack on our people, does not have
the authority to unilaterally undertake air strikes.
And every time we discuss it, the other countries
who have troops on the ground—and we don’t.
It's very well for these Members of Congress
to say that; they don’t have any constituents
on the ground there. And the people who have
constituents on the ground say, “Well, we have
to think about whether our soldiers are going

to be killed in large numbers in retaliation for
this if you do it.”

Now, as you know, I have long believed that
we should have standby air strike authority and
that there are circumstances under which we
should use it. In this case, again I want to say,
the United Nations has not finished their con-
firmation process. And until they do, I think
it would be inappropriate for me to make a
final decision. But I do think you have to give
some credence to the position of our European
allies. They do have soldiers on the ground there
who can be shot at and shelled long after our
planes are gone, that is what is animating their
position. That does not mean it won’t happen
this time. I have discussed it yesterday; I dis-
cussed it today. We are discussing it with our
allies. But they are in a fundamentally different
position, and they have been as long as they
have had troops there.

Thank you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 3:37 p.m. on the
South Lawn at the White House, prior to his de-
parture for Houston, TX.

Remarks at the American Cancer Society’s Cattlebarons Children’s Party in

Houston, Texas
February 6, 1994

The President. Well, hello, everybody.

Audience members. Hello.

The President. Have you had a good time
at the party?

Audience members. Yes.

The President. Did you play some games?

Audience members. Yes.

The President. Some of you win?

Audience members. Yes.

The President. Well, that's good. I'm so glad
to see all of you. I just came in from Wash-
ington on an airplane, and it was raining at
the airport. And I'm glad to be here where
it's dry. And I came in with your Mayor, Mayor
Lanier, and Congressman Green. Who else is
here? Is Congressman Washington here? Is any-
body else here? Well, we're glad to see you,
and I'm glad to be in Houston for a little while.

Audience members. That's all right.

The President. Yes, that's all right, isn’t it?

You know, I—what’s this? Is it for me? What’s
on that ring? What do you think?

Do you all want to ask me any questions?
You do? What’s your question?

The Presidency

Q. What's it like being President?

The President. What's it like being President?
Well, depending on what kind of humor they're
in, it can be a lot of fun. [Laughter] Listen,
you want to know what’s fun about it, what’s
good about it? What's good about it is I get
to go all over America and meet all different
kinds of people and know that I have to work
for all of them, people of all ages and all races.

It’s good because I get to do things that help
people and help solve problems. One of the
things that we are doing more of this year is
putting more money into medical research,
something that you support, right? [Applause]
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And another thing that I'm trying to do is to
figure out how to put more money into medical
research and, at the same time, make sure that
health care is available to every child in this
country, every child, including a lot of people
who don’t have it today.

So I get to see all different kinds of people
and work on different problems and try to make
life better. It's a wonderful job. Sometimes it’s
hard, but it’s always a good job.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Well, you really get right to
it, don’t you? [Laughter] His question was—
where are they? Here’s the head of my detail—
do I like having Secret Service agents around
me all the time? The answer to that is, the
true answer is, yes and no. Yes, I like it because
their job is to protect me and my family, and
they do a wonderful job of it. And no I don't,
sometimes I just like to be an ordinary citizen.
I just wish that I could take my wife and daugh-
ter and walk down the street and go to a movie
or go to a restaurant or go in a shop and go
shopping and just be alone. But it’s not going
to happen for a few years.

Who else had their hand up over here? Yes,
ma’am, what's your question? Your name is
Danielle? You've got a great nose, Danielle.
[Laughter] What's your question?

Q. How does it feel to live in

The President. In the White House?

Q. Yes.

The President. How does it feel to live in
the White House? Well, it’s a great honor. Do
you know, every President since 1800 has lived
in the White House. Every President except for
George Washington has lived there. So it’s won-
derful to live there because I carry all this his-
tory around. I go in rooms all the time, and
I know every other President’s been there.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. How old am I? [Laughter] 1
am very old. How old do you think I am?

Q. How old are you?

The President. How old do you think I am?

Q. Forty.

The President. Forty—oh, bless you. [Laugh-
ter] Bless you. Hey, hold on. Forty-six? Close.

Q. Forty-eight.

The President. Tm 47, 47.

Q. A hundred.

The President. One hundred—no. [Laughter]
Listen, one at a time. What's your question?
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Stand up—what’s your question? I've got you—
yes, hold on. What's your question?

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. What do I do? I've been asking
myself that lately. [Laughter] Well, first of all,
I try to pass laws in the Congress that take
care of the needs of the American people. I
speak for the United States in the rest of the
world. And T command the Armed Forces of
the United States. Those are some of the things
I do.

What?

Q. How do you like being President?

The President. 1 like it a lot. You'd like it,
too, I think.

Q. What are your plans for the future?

The President. You mean for your future or
for mine? For my future? You mean, what am
I going to do when I grow up? [Laughter]

Q. When you're older.

The President. When I'm older.

Q. Yes.

The President. Tm just going to keep—I'm
going to be the very best President I can be,
and I'm not going to think about the future
until 'm not President anymore.

Do you want to get down? Here, hold on,
I've got your hand. Do you want to get down,
or do you want to sit with me? Nice boots.
Hey, look at these boots. Let’s give him a hand
on these boots. I love them. [Applause] Better
than mine. Do you like them better than mine?

Do you want to get down? You want to go
down? Okay, I've got you.

Do you want to get up? Okay, you get up.
You're next.

Okay, who’s got another—go ahead, in the
back.

Sh-h-h, I can’t hear. Please be quiet so I
can hear a question. Go ahead.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Yes, sometimes it’s hard having
a lot of responsibilities. Most of the time I like
it, actually. I like being responsible for people
and for their interests. But sometimes it’s hard.
Sometimes you just want to get up and not
go to work and not have those responsibilities.
But most days I really like it. It’s a great honor
to be responsible for other people.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Well, as President, I'm not
supposed to express a preference, but I can
tell you this: They earned it, didn’t they? They
did it by being good at what they did.
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President’s Activities

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. What do I drive? Believe it
or not, one of the things that happens to you
is when youre President, they don’t let you
drive anymore. Some people think that I got
hundreds of thousands of votes so I wouldn’t
be able to drive anymore. [Laughter] The Secret
Service drives me, but normally, they drive me
in either a Cadillac or a Lincoln limousine that’s
bulletproof, where the doors and the windows
are real thick like that.

Q. Did you ever have to wash dishes? [Laugh-
ter]

The President. Did I ever have to wash
dishes? You bet. I bet I've washed more dishes
than most people in this room. [Laughter] But
I even wash dishes now every now and then,
but not often. But I don’t mind that. I've
washed a lot of dishes in my life, though.

Q. Why do you jog?

The President. Why do I jog? Because if 1
didn’'t, I'd get fat—ter than I am. [Laughter]
And because T like it.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Do 1 get worn out traveling?
When I travel a whole lot, I get tired. But
I like to travel because it's the only way I get
to see people in the country.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Am I going to run in 19967
Don’t bet against it. But I haven't decided yet.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Why are they so thick? Why
are they so thick? So the bullets don’t break
through. That’s right. Good for you.

Yes, ma’am, what's your question? How does
it feel when you're flying? Have you ever been
in an airplane? Well, the truth is, most of the
time it feels like it does on the ground. It’s
calm and nice and fun. But when you take off,
it's real exciting because youre going up like
that. And then sometime when you fly through
a storm and it jumps up and down, it’s kind
of scary. But most of the time it’s just normal.

Q. I thought you were 51.

The President. T'm not 51. Sometimes I feel
like I'm 151, but I'm only 47.

That's the first person I shook hands with.
Let’s get a question there. Listen.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. What's my bowling average?
I don’t bowl enough to have one, but I think

it's like about 135, about 135 for the last 8
games I've bowled. But when I was in high
school, T had a 168 average. And I'm starting
to bowl again, so I'm trying to—I bowled 149
this morning. But I'm not very good. But I
want to be good again. I like it.

Okay, anybody who hasn’t had a question?

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. My favorite sport? For me,
personally, I like golf because that’s the one
I play the most. But I like watching basketball.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. My favorite movie of all time,
ever? My favorite movie of all time is “High
Noon.” My second favorite movie of all time
is a movie called “Casablanca.” And the best
movie I've seen this year is “Schindler’s List”;
that’s what I think, in my opinion, closely fol-
lowed by “Shadowlands.”

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Do I exercise? Yes, 1 go jog-
ging five or six times a week, normally. And
I have some weights I work out on, and I play
golf as often as I can. The Secret Service jogs
with me every day. And most of them are in
better shape than I am and can run me to
death. But sometimes I find one who is not
in as good a shape as I am, and I enjoy that
very much. [Laughter]

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Yes, I want all of you who
haven't shaken my hand before I leave, you
come up here and shake hands with me. You
certainly can.

Okay, one more question. What is it? Is this
for me? What am I going to do with all these
rings? You all are killing me with rings here.

The Presidency

Q. How did you feel when you knew you
became President?

The President. 1 was so happy, because I had
worked very hard and because there were so
many things I wanted to do. And I was really
grateful, too. I just felt so grateful that people
had given me that chance.

Q. What did you feel like when you weren't
President, before?

The President. When 1 wasn’t President? I
was happy, too. I was happy then, too.

President’s Health
Q. How is your health?
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The President. My health is good, I think.
I just went to the doctor, and I had tests for
6 hours. And they said that my blood pressure
was good, my heart was strong. I lost 15 pounds
since last year, so I'm doing pretty good. I've
got 15 more to go.

Q. [Inaudible]

The President. Tm going to go look at the
quilt. But look, I shook hands with some of

you coming up, so if you shook hands with me,
back up and let all the kids who didn’t get
to shake hands come up, and I'll shake hands
with all the kids who didn’t.

Thank you very much.

NotE: The President spoke at 6:51 p.m. at the
Four Seasons Hotel. In his remarks, he referred
to Mayor Bob Lanier of Houston.

Remarks at the Texas Presidential Dinner and Gala in Houston

February 6, 1994

Thank you very much. My longtime friend
Garry Mauro, and Chairman and Mrs. Wilhelm,
Mayor and Mrs. Lanier, Secretary and Mrs.
Bentsen. I want to say that I have a lot to
be grateful to Texas for, big victory in the pri-
maries here, an enormous amount of support,
a lot of friends. But I think I probably owe
you most for Lloyd Bentsen and Henry
Cisneros. I want to say also how much I appre-
ciate two other Texans in my administration,
one of whom is here and one is not, the Sec-
retary of the Navy, John Dalton, from San Anto-
nio, and my good friend, the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, Bob Armstrong, who has done
a wonderful job for you and for us in America.

When we had that terrible earthquake re-
cently in California, Henry Cisneros was there
before the aftershocks stopped. And people told
me over and over again, “The last time this
happened to us we had to go to Washington
to find the Cabinet. Now you've got a Secretary
who came to us, who’s committed to us.” That’s
the kind of job he’s doing up there.

It's been a long time since an American
Treasury Secretary has enjoyed anything ap-
proaching the prestige that Lloyd Bentsen has
earned all over the world, in Asia, in Europe,
in Latin America, and of course, here in the
United States and in the Congress. I cannot
say enough about him in front of you, his con-
stituents, for all the advice he’s given, all the
leadership he’s shown, and all the trouble he’s
kept me out of. [Laughter] I want to thank
him so much.

I also want to say a special word of acknowl-
edgement to your State Democratic Chairman,
Bob Slagle, and to Governor Ann Richards, who

190

I just left, and to all these Members of Congress
who are here and those who aren’t here.

I want to say, too, that there are several points
I want to make tonight without giving much
of a speech. I just want to talk to you as one
American to another.

When I became President, people had pretty
much given up on the Government doing any-
thing right. The economy was going in the
wrong direction, and the country was coming
apart when we needed to be coming together.
And a lot of people, frankly, including probably
a majority of people in this State, had all these
preconceptions—Lloyd Bentsen referred to
them in his introduction—about what Demo-
crats were for. And you know, I looked for 12
years—I listened to Republicans talk about re-
ducing the deficit, and it just went up; we quad-
rupled the debt.

Well, we didn’t just talk about it, we did
something about it. Last week it was estimated
that the deficit would be 40 percent lower next
year than it was going to be when I took office,
40 percent lower. And because of that, interest
rates are down, inflation is down, home sales
are up, car sales are up, and we got more new
jobs in one year than we had in the previous
4 years. Now, that's not Republican rhetoric,
that's Democratic record, performance, and
work.

I heard them talk about family values and
about how people should not be on welfare,
they ought to work, but I never saw much hap-
pen. And one year, after 7 years of trying, we
passed the Family and Medical Leave Act so
that people could take a little time off when
their children were born or their parents were



Administration of William J. Clinton, 1994 / Feb. 6

sick without losing their jobs. We took the first
big step toward welfare reform by giving income
tax relief to 15 million families that hover right
around the poverty line, even though the people
work full-time, so that there would never be
any more incentive to leave work and go on
welfare, so that all the incentives would be the
other way around and we would reward work
and family. So it wasn’t just the other party’s
rthetoric, it was our reality. And we've just
begun.

And I heard them for years talk about being
tough on crime, and after 7 years of flailing
around, we finally passed the Brady bill. And
now we've got a tough crime bill before the
Congress which says no to the things we ought
to say no to and begins to say yes to the things
we ought to say yes to. That is, it does provide
for tougher penalties, especially for repeat vio-
lent offenders. But it also puts another 100,000
police officers on the street because we learned
from Mayor Lanier that if you have more police
in the right place, youll lower the crime rate.
And it provides drug treatment and education
and alternative imprisonment for young people
to give them a chance to put their lives back
together. You can't just say no to people; you
also have to say yes to the people that are going
to be on your streets, in your neighborhoods,
and a part of your future. It's time to stop
turning away from them and start giving them
a way to be a part of our common future. That
is what it also does.

I heard all this talk for years about how the
other party was for business and for trade and
for small business, but it was our administration
that passed an economic plan that gave, as
theyll find this April 15th, 90 percent of the
small businesses in this country a chance to get
a tax cut if they invest more in their businesses,
90 percent; they gave incentives for people to
invest in new business. This year we had the
biggest increase in entrepreneurial investments
in new business in American history, number
one. That is the record of this administration,
not rhetoric.

And yes, we have taken on health care. You
know why? Because we're the only country in
the advanced world that doesn’t provide a basic
package of health care to all of its citizens. And
as a result, some of the people of the families
I saw—you know, I went to a party tonight
of children with cancer and their families. And
I looked out there, and I said, I know I'm look-

ing at people who now can never change their
job because they had a sick child. I know I'm
looking at people who run up against those life-
time limits on insurance, so now that their kids
really need the health care, they've blown it
out, and they can’t get any more. I know I'm
looking at people who may lose their coverage
or lose their jobs and never get health insurance
again.

Now, I don’t believe we can’t do that and
help our economy, not hurt it. Why? Because
today in America, businesses that are small are
paying insurance premiums 35 percent above
the national average. I think we can do better
than that.

I don’t believe that we can’t do better. They
talk about choice. Do you know that today only
one in three, only one in three workers with
health insurance from their employer has any
real choice in their doctors? Under our plan,
every American will have at least three different
choices of health care plans at a minimum.
There will be more choice, not less. And it
will all be private, private health care and pri-
vate insurance, in spite of the rhetoric of our
opponents in the other party.

Do I think we can do it? Is it easy? No.
If it'’s easy, somebody would have done it al-
ready. Is it free of complexity? No. I know one
thing: You cannot justify a system in this coun-
try, in the shape a lot of people are in, where
we spend 10 cents on a dollar more on paper-
work, insurance premiums, and bureaucracy,
more than any other country in the world, and
we still can’t figure out how to cover people.
And another 100,000 Americans a month are
losing their health insurance for good. I believe
we can do better, and we are going to.

Finally, let me say this: I heard the other
side talk about free trade and economic growth
and, especially in Texas, being good to Texas.
I heard all that. But this administration fought
for NAFTA, and we were 100 votes down, and
we came back and we passed it. This administra-
tion fought to get rid of export controls that
are allowing Texas businesses to do business all
around the world today. I had a man in a meet-
ing that I came to before I came down here,
he said, “Your administration has done more
in one year to promote international business
opportunities for American business people than
the previous administration did in the last 12
years.” That is the rhetoric of success. That is
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reality. That's not just something were talking
about.

Let me tell you something else. I know I
didn’t carry Texas in the last election. I know
that. Some think I may not carry it again. But
I'll tell you one thing: When the space station
was going down, we fought for it, and we lifted
it up, and we saved it. We now have a project
that is at the core of our partnership with Russia
and our hope for a better world.

There is example after example after example.
In our new energy policy, Garry Mauro’s alter-
native fleet conversion policy to use more nat-
ural gas to burn in Federal cars, and all the
things we have done that show that this adminis-
tration is not just talking about Texas and telling
people things they want to hear, we're actually
doing things to help this State move into the
21st century.

One of the people I neglected to introduce
earlier, that I'd be remiss if I didn’t, is the
Deputy Secretary of Energy, who is from here
in Houston, Bill White. Where is he? Bill’s here
somewhere. We have an energy policy that real-
ly is pro-natural gas, pro-American producer,
good for America, and good for Texas.

I say these things because we're going to have
some elections in 1994, and we're going to have
all that old rhetoric again. And the Republicans

are going to tell you exactly what they think
you want to hear. I saw them the other day,
they were complaining that I had stolen their
themes, as if they own fiscal responsibility. What
they own was quadrupling the deficit. What we
own is a budget this year that eliminates 100
programs and cuts 300 more. That’s our issue,
not theirs. They act like they own the crime
issue. But what they did was to fiddle around
with crime for years while it got worse. And
what we did was to pass the Brady bill and
put a crime bill on the floor of the Congress
that offers the promise of lowering the crime
rate.

I say that because I want you here in Texas
to remember that if you want something done,
instead of to be told what you want to hear,
you need to help us. You need to keep these
seats in Congress, go after that Senate seat, keep
Ann Richards in the Governor’s office. Give us
a partnership to move America forward.

Thank you, and God bless you all.

NoTE: The President spoke at 9:40 p.m. at the
Wortham Center. In his remarks, he referred to
Garry Mauro, Texas land commissioner, and
David Wilhelm, chairman, Democratic National
Committee.

Remarks to the Greater Houston Partnership in Houston

February 7, 1994

Thank you very much. Secretary Bentsen, you
said if I had been in any danger, I would have
sent you to give this speech. You notice how
quickly he got off the stage when it came my
turn to talk? [Laughter]

I want to thank all those who preceded me:
Ken Lay for his kind remarks. He and I had
an unusual and, for would-be golfers, a lifetime
opportunity. We got to play golf with Jack
Nicklaus in Colorado last summer. Nicklaus
won. [Laughter] It was good for both of our
humility quotients.

I'm glad to see Mayor Lanier again. You
know, T'll tell you a story about Mayor Lanier.
He’s the only person I know who actually turned
down a personal tour of the Oval Office. It’s
a true story. He was up there one night, he
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and Mrs. Lanier were there, and we watched
a movie, as I remember, in the White House
movie theater. And I said, “If you want to go
see the Office before you leave, T'll take you
over there.” And it was about midnight, and
he said, “I don’t do tours at midnight.” And
he went on to bed. [Laughter] And I thought,
that was the kind of common sense that carried
him to the mayoralty, wasn't it? People ought
to be safe in Houston. I believe we ought to
have more police officers and put them in the
right places. And I didn’t take it personally. I'm
going to invite him back in 1997. [Laughter]
I thought it was great.

And let me say about Lloyd Bentsen that I
believe he’ll go down in the history books as
one of the great Treasury Secretaries in this
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century, not only because of his iron will in
steering through the biggest deficit reduction
package in history last year but because of the
way he has worked with the private sector, with
the Federal Reserve, with the other power cen-
ters in our country and the influence that he’s
exerted overseas from Russia to China to Latin
America. It’s a real source of comfort and reas-
surance to me to know that whenever I'm in
a kind of a tough bind, I can call him on the
phone and ask him for his advice. Sometimes
I call him on the phone and ask him for advice
about problems that have nothing to do with
the Treasury Department. And sometimes he
smiles, and he says, “Gosh, I'm glad I don’t
have to make that decision.” [Laughter] But
most of the time he gives me good advice, and
most of the time I follow it.

Let me also say, I know there are several
Members of Congress here today, and I may
miss some of them, but I see in the audience
Gene Green, Craig Washington, Mike Andrews,
and Jack Brooks. I don’t know if I missed any-
body else, but I thank you all for being here.
They have to listen to me talk all the time.
It's remarkable that they have the forbearance
to come all the way home and listen to it again.

We're a little bit late today because I spent
a good part of the morning dealing with the
crisis in Bosnia. And I am sorry we're a little
bit late, but I do want to just tell you what
has happened before I go into my remarks, just
briefly.

As you know, there was an outrageous attack
on innocent civilians in Sarajevo on Saturday.
And our Government is talking with our allies
about what steps ought to be taken in response
not only to this outrage but to the possibility
of future attacks on innocent civilians in the
future. We're also talking about whether there’s
something more we can do to help the parties
agree to solve the conflict. Until those folks get
tired of killing each other over there, bad things
will continue to happen. And sooner or later
they're going to have to decide that it’s in their
interest to let their children grow up in a world
free of war.

The United Nations Secretary-General
Boutros-Ghali has asked the North Atlantic
Council to take the necessary decisions which
would enable NATO’s military forces to respond
to requests for air strikes directed against artil-
lery and mortar positions around the city of
Sarajevo that can do the kind of horrible things

you saw on Saturday. If the United Nations mis-
sion there determines who is responsible for
the attacks—in other words, the Secretary-Gen-
eral has now asked that authority be given to
our commanders there on the ground to take
appropriate action. I very much welcome that
request. I have hoped that that would be the
case for some time. I have directed our rep-
resentatives at NATO to support the Secretary-
General’s request when it is discussed there in
the next couple of days.

That is all T have to report at this time except
to say that, once again, I hope very much that
the horror of all these innocent people dying
will sober all those who are responsible and
lead to a renewed effort to get a peace agree-
ment there.

Now, having said that, I'd like to go back
a little bit to talking about what I hoped to
come to Houston to discuss today, which is how
our Nation reconciles the need to bring the
deficit down and be tough on the budget with
our responsibilities to invest in the future and
to work with you to grow the economy. If you
take the position that Mayor Lanier took in
1991, you see a microcosm of what I think I
should be trying to do as your President. He
came here on a promise to put 655 more police
officers on the street either by hiring new ones
or working the present force overtime and to
deploy them in the appropriate places with the
goal of lowering the crime rate and making the
people here feel more secure.

Since that time, the crime rate’s dropped 22
percent, murders are down by 27 percent, and
he’s given America its best reason to have Con-
gress pass a crime bill this year—[applause]—
thank you—because we know that this is an
issue without a party or a racial or an economic
label and we know that the more vulnerable
you are to other forces in society, the more
vulnerable you also are to being a victim of
crime.

So were going to have a debate over the
next couple of months, and these Members of
Congress here will be a part of it, about what
that crime bill ought to be. But one thing we
know is if you have more police on the street
and they are properly trained and they’re prop-
erly deployed and they know the neighbors and
they know the kids, they will not only catch
criminals quicker, they will actually deter crime,
which is, after all, what we ought to be trying
to do, to reduce crime in the first place. Why?
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By taking a practical approach to a human prob-
lem and asking what is best for the people in-
volved.

I want to thank the Greater Houston Partner-
ship for your leadership on the NAFTA battle.
And I want to say some things about that that
I think I'm entitled to say since I fought so
hard for its ratification, some of which not all
of you may agree with. But to me, the way
that battle took shape is the way this country
ought to work. And let me explain why. First
of all, to pass it there was really a partnership
required between Government and people in
private business and a not insignificant number
of working people who knew it was in their
personal interest for it to pass. Secondly, to pass
it there was a partnership between Democrats
and Republicans, something which unfortunately
is all too rare in Washington, even though it’s
more common in Houston, I would imagine.
Thirdly, there was an honest debate about im-
portant issues. And even though I strongly dis-
agreed with those who voted against it, there
was a real core of legitimate concern. I thought
the remedy, that is, beating NAFTA, was the
wrong remedy. But the core of concern was
real; that is, that in a global economy, people
who control the flow of money and technology
and production may or may not have interests
that are always identical to the working people
who live where they are located.

So there were honest debates that led to the
first environmental side agreement in the history
of any trade agreement—a good one—a labor
standards agreement, a commitment that the
Congress had to do more to retrain the Amer-
ican work force, dislocated not only by trade
with our neighbors to the south but generally
dislocated by the changing of the economy; an
agreement to establish a North American devel-
opment bank to try to help finance new busi-
nesses and small businesses in places where they
need to grow in order to participate in what
we hope will be a vibrant and growing two-
way trade not only with Mexico but with all
of our neighbors to the south. So the debate
was about real issues and produced, in my view,
the right result, the trade agreement that I be-
lieve so strongly in and a lot of other things
that point the way toward making sure that it
benefits all the people of the country.

And finally, I liked it because it was focused
on the future. It required us all to imagine
what we wanted Houston, Texas, and the United
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States to look like in the 21st century, what
things are inevitable that we need to—these
changes that are happening that we need to
make our friends instead of our enemies. How
could we shape the future?

Now to me, that's what public life ought to
be about. Whoever you vote for and whatever
you say, people get together like this and they
argue and talk about real issues in the spirit
of partnership, thinking about the future, focus-
ing on how it affects ordinary people. And I
liked it a lot. In the environment in which I
operate now, as opposed to the one in which
I operated when I was a Governor, there tends
to be too little partnership and too much par-
tisanship. There tends to be too little focus on
the future and an absolute obsession about the
past. There tends to be too little action and
a world of talk.

Now, we have some big challenges as a coun-
try. Make no mistake about it, we have enor-
mous strengths. A lot of things are going well
in America. We have underlying strengths which
are beginning to benefit us now that have always
been there. But the way we continue to move
into the future is to cherish our strengths, but
to honestly face our problems and our chal-
lenges.

Now, for the 4 years before I became Presi-
dent, for all kinds of reasons, we had the slowest
economic growth in half a century and very low
job growth. For the 12 years before I took of-
fice, the national debt quadrupled in only 12
years after 200 years of history in which it was
more or less constant, except during wartime
when it went up. In those 12 years, the cost
of health care exploded at 2 and 3 times, some-
times more, the rate of inflation. And yet every
year a smaller percentage of our people were
covered with health insurance, with con-
sequences, I might add, that were dramatically,
I thought, put forward by a very articulate letter
to the editor in one of your newspapers today
by a local physician, which I commend to you.

For 20 years, for 20 years, since about 1974,
after the last big energy crisis then and
globalization of our financial system, the wages
of most American hourly wage earners have
been stagnant. It's not a partisan issue, this is
something that's happened through 20 years.
And for about 30 years, the American family
unit has been under great stress, particularly
in areas of economic distress, so that now mil-
lions and millions of young Americans are being
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born into families where there was never a mar-
riage; in a community where the local commu-
nity institutions that used to shore up kids in
trouble, the churches, the businesses, and the
other things, are weaker than ever before; and
where there is no business investment to give
people economic hope and where very often
only the churches and a few nonprofit organiza-
tions are like the proverbial kid with their
thumb in the dike holding back the deluge. And
often they come in contact with the rest of
us when we catch them breaking the law and
we're telling them not to do something, instead
of earlier in their lives when we could have
given them a chance to be a part of this partner-
ship represented in this room today. Now, those
are the challenges we face in a world that is
changing very rapidly, where the economy is
increasingly globalized.

I ran for this job because I wanted this coun-
try to roar into the 21st century still the greatest
nation on Earth, with the kids in this country
looking forward to the brightest future any gen-
eration of young Americans ever had, and be-
cause I believed that to do that we had to re-
store the economy, rebuild a sense of commu-
nity in an increasingly diverse America—look
around this room—and make the Government
work for ordinary people again. Make it make
sense instead of having people so alienated from
it.

Now to do that, it seems to me that we have
to stop focusing so much on yesterday’s labels
and focus more on tomorrow’s goals. The issue
isn’t whether we go left or right, it’s whether
we can go forward. And if we don’t go forward,
it doesn’t matter whether we’re stuck left or
right.

Historically, if you look at the whole history
of this country, we have done well because we
had strong shared values and we were increas-
ingly, when we needed to be, pragmatic and
progressive at the same time. We were philo-
sophically conservative in the sense that we
never thought we ought to change our values
and operationally progressive in the sense that
we were always ready to look at a changed set
of circumstances and move into the breach. And
I would argue to you that that's what we face
today.

Our administration took office with a clear
economic strategy that was first premised on
getting the deficit down, to get lower interest

rates, lower inflation, higher investments, and
more jobs.

Second, on increasing trade, because it’s per-
fectly obvious if you look at the stagnant em-
ployment situation in Europe, in Japan, or in
the United States, that no great wealthy nation
can grow wealthier and create jobs unless you
have more customers for your goods and serv-
ices. That’'s what NAFTA was about. That’s what
the GATT agreement was about. That's what
meeting with the Asian leaders was about. That’s
what this hemispheric summit next year with
all the leaders—or this year—with all the leaders
of Latin America is about. That's what lifting
billions of dollars of controls on exports of high
technology goods, so that we can now sell them
in the aftermath of the cold war, is about. We've
got to have more customers for our goods and
services.

Third, on trying to stake out an American
position in the new technologies of the 21st
century, that means maintaining the technologies
we have to have to keep our defense the strong-
est in the world, some of them being maintained
by work being done in this State. It means as
we downsize defense, having an aggressive de-
fense conversion strategy so we can make the
most of all the work that has been done and
all we've already paid for, through the develop-
ment of dual-use technologies. It means keeping
our undisputed leadership in space, which is
what the fight for the space station was all
about. It means doing more in areas that are
critically important where we have an undis-
puted lead like medical research, something you
know more about here in Houston then virtually
any other place in the country. It means build-
ing the information superhighway that the Vice
President is so strongly advocating. It means
making the environment a job creator instead
of job loser. And it means having a sensible
energy policy. The administration’s oil and gas
initiative was complimented recently by Dennis
Hendricks, one of your distinguished leaders in
this organization. And I thanked him before I
came in for saying that it was a positive direc-
tion, nonintrusive but seeking to improve the
environment in which we operate. That's the
way we're trying to approach this.

The next thing we've got to do is to focus
on specific things we can afford to do to help
generate new business and small business. The
Secretary of the Treasury and I were talking
while Mayor Lanier was giving his speech. In
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our economic plan last year, one of the things
that wasn’t noticed is the huge increase in the
expensing provision for small business, which
made 90 percent of the small businesses in this
country eligible for a tax cut on April 15th if
they invested more in their businesses, a new
small business capital gains tax that Ventura
Capital Association had asked for for years, and
an extension of the research and development
tax credit. This last year, we had a record in-
crease in venture capitalizations of small compa-
nies in this country. That's what’s going to gen-
erate the jobs of the 21st century and keep
us ahead. We have to continue to focus on it.

Finally, the economic strategy has a strong
education and training component. And TI'll talk
a little more about that in a moment. But the
first thing we had to do was to cut the deficit,
to reduce spending, to increase some taxes, to
put the money in a rigorous system which would
bring the deficit down over 5 years, and to re-
duce the size of the Federal Government.

Now, before this plan took effect last year,
the 1995 deficit was projected to be $302 bil-
lion. Now, it's expected to be $176 billion, a
40 percent reduction. That's why interest rates
are down and inflation is low and investment
is up. And if we keep doing it, we’ll have 3
straight years in a row where the deficit has
gone down for the first time since Harry Tru-
man was President. I was stunned, by the way,
when my researchers gave me that. I made them
go back and check three times. I said, that can’t
be true. It turns out it is.

Now, if you look what’s happened, we’ve had
millions of Americans refinance their homes and
businesses. You've got core inflation at its lowest
rate in 20 years. You've got long-term interest
rates at historic lows. If we can keep this going,
you will bring the economy back, the private
sector will. And it is the most important thing.

Last year, this country created almost 2 mil-
lion new jobs; 90 percent of them were in the
private sector. For years we’ve had an enormous
percentage of our jobs created primarily by State
and local government. Last year 90 percent of
the new jobs came in the private sector. This
country is enjoying strong economic growth in
spite of the continuing problems in Europe and
Japan. And we can continue to do it if we have
the discipline to keep the deficit coming down.

And I want to say something in defense of
the people who voted for that economic pro-
gram last year. Any Member of the Congress
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will tell you that if that budget had not passed
when it did, NAFTA would never have passed,
because we would have spent all of August, all
of September, and all of October wallowing
around Washington, fighting with each other
about the nickels and dimes around the edges
of the budget instead of focusing on NAFTA.
We were about 100 votes down when the
NAFTA fight started. It would not have passed
if the budget hadn’t passed first. The two things
went together, and if that would have happened,
we’d never had the GATT agreement. So it is
very important, it seems to me, to recognize
now that what we have to say is the thing
worked, and we have to build on it.

Today, our second budget is being presented
in Washington, and the Budget Director Leon
Panetta will deliver it to Congress and talk about
its details. I just want you to know what the
second budget does. It continues to cut spend-
ing because these budget caps are very tight.
It's the toughest budget on spending cuts the
Congress has yet seen.

Listen to this: More than 60 percent of the
major accounts in the Federal budget are cut.
That means more than 350 specific nondefense
programs are being cut, and over 100 of them
are being eliminated outright. It's been a long
time since that's been done. If the Congress
adopts it, it will keep the deficit coming down,
it will keep interest rates down, it will send
a clear signal to the Fed and to the rest of
the world that we mean business and that the
investment climate will continue.

These lower interest rates, if they can be
maintained, will save over $20 billion in deficit
in next year’s budget alone and over $150 billion
in the next 5 years. Seven of the 14 major
Cabinet departments are taking budget cuts.
The Federal bureaucracy is slashed by 118,000
under this plan. That puts us ahead of the goals
set by the Vice President’s reinventing Govern-
ment task force, which had us at 100,000 this
year. And by the way, when we go through
this thing in 5 years, we will have reduced Fed-
eral Government by attrition and management
by 252,000 so that by 1998 the Federal Govern-
ment will be smaller than it has been in over
30 years. Why? Because if we don’t do it, we
can’t keep the economy going in the right direc-
tion, and we won't have any money to spend
on the things that 90 percent of you think we
should spend more money on.
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So most people read mysteries and not budg-
ets. Most people think the budget is a mystery.
[Laughter] But 1 hope that you will encourage
the members of your delegation, especially this
year when were not having this contentious
fight over the tax issue, to vote for this budget.
Because if we don’t do it, we cannot keep the
economic recovery going. And if we do it, we
can keep the recovery going.

We can also find the money we need to invest
in some things that I think are important. If
we didn’t reduce spending, if we don’t reduce
spending in some of yesterday’s programs, we
won’t have the money to spend on the crime
bill. Those things cost money, too. That crime
bill has 100,000 more police officers, has more
money to help the States build penitentiary
beds, which you know a lot about in Texas,
has funds for boot camps for first-time non-
violent offenders, and funds for drug treatment
so that a lot of these young people who get
out don’t come back.

If we don’t do it, we won’t have money for
what's called the technology reinvestment
project. Texas has gotten $25 million in it so
far, to help develop dual uses, commercial uses
for defense technology. If we don’t do it, we
can’t do the information superhighway. If we
don’t do it, we'll have a very tough time holding
on to the space station, because we have to
slash other things to keep the space program
going. If we don’t do it, we won't be able to
fully fund the highway program. And if we don’t
do it, I'm afraid some people will come back
at defense, and I am unalterably opposed to
cutting the defense budget any more. We have
cut it a great deal, and I don’t believe we can
responsibly cut it more. I mean, were cutting
it, but I don’t want deeper cuts in it.

If we don’t do it, we can’t pay to redesign
the unemployment system in the country. It’s
a big deal. A lot of you work a lot of people.
This unemployment system that you're paying
taxes into was designed for a time in the 1950
and sixties when the average person lost a job,
was laid off, and eventually was called back to
his or her old job. Now, most people who are
laid off never get called back to their old job.
The average person will change work seven or
eight times in a lifetime, and the only cure
for the fear of being unemployable is to be
able to constantly learn new skills.

Therefore, we believe that the present crazy-
quilt patch of 150 Government training pro-

grams and an unemployment system that is es-
sentially passive until the benefits run out is
wrong. We think when people lose work they
should immediately start training for the next
job and that your tax money shouldn’t be squan-
dered, essentially, paying people to live while
they pursue a vain hope at a lower standard
of living. And instead, we ought to have a reem-
ployment system where people really can imme-
diately and always be retraining if they lose the
job they have. But we can’t do it, if we don’t
cut the rest of the budget.

This budget provides for the beginning of a
national apprenticeship program for kids that
don’t go to college. Most of the new jobs won’t
require a college education. But you've got a
chance of doubling your income when you get
out of high school if you just get 2 years of
further training. Our school-to-work initiative
makes a big start on that. This budget will pay
to implement the Goals 2000 program, which
started back in 1989 when President Bush and
the Governors negotiated some national edu-
cation goals that I helped to draft then in my
former life. This bill gives us a chance to achieve
those goals by having national standards that
are world-class and supporting local reforms of
all kinds around the country. We can’t fund
this bill if we don’t cut the rest of the budget.
This budget dramatically increases the Head
Start program. A young lady said to me today,
if we could start all these kids in Head Start
we’d have fewer of them getting in trouble later
on. It dramatically increases Head Start. If we
don’t cut the budget, we can’t increase Head
Start.

So I say to all of you, I hope you will support
this process. It is not easy to eliminate 100 Gov-
ernment programs, because somebody likes
them. It’s not easy to cut 350; somebody likes
them. Henry Cisneros has done a brilliant job
at HUD. His budget increases funding for
homelessness in a way that actually gets people
off of the homeless rolls permanently. His budg-
et gives more housing vouchers to people who
are eligible, to let them go out into the private
sector and make their own decisions about
where to live and let the markets work.

Do we cut some other programs? You bet
we do. Why? There’s $8 billion in the HUD
pipeline that should have been spent 2 or 3
years ago that can’t be spent because of Govern-
ment redtape. So Secretary Cisneros says we've
got a homeless problem in this country. We

197



Feb. 7 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 1994

have people out there, working people, who are
eligible for help. Give them the vouchers, get
them out there, let the system work, and cut
something else.

If you want us to follow some of these energy
initiatives that we're doing through the national
labs—you've got one of your own, Bill White’s
sitting over there, is the Deputy Secretary of
Energy. We've got to cut the rest of the budget
if you want us to do the things that will enable
us to explore the new technologies which may
revive the energy sector in this country. So I
implore you to tell the folks that represent you,
it's okay to cut to get the deficit down and
to spend more where we need to spend it.

Now, let me just make this one final remark.
You might say, “Well, that's fine you're going
to really cut the deficit, but it’s still going to
be really big in 1998.” And you would be right.
And I want you to know here in Houston why
that is. How can you cut defense, freeze domes-
tic spending, hold Social Security within infla-
tion, have revenues growing, and have the def-
icit going up? Answer—there is only one answer
now, especially if this budget passes, there will
only be one answer. The answer is: When I
took office the Medicaid budget, health care
for poor folks, was supposed to increase by an
annual rate of between 16 and 11 percent a
year over the next 5 years, and the Medicare
budget, health care for the elderly, was going
to increase by a rate of between 11 and 9 per-
cent a year over the next 5 years. And if we
do not reform our health care system, in 10
years we will be spending all your Federal tax
money, all your new Federal tax money, on
health care and nothing else. And welll be
spending it for the same health care, not for
new health care.

Now, let me drive this home. We estimate
the Medicare budget will go up, let’s say, 10
percent this year, when the case load’s going
up and general inflation is 3.5 percent, that the
Medicaid budget would go up 12 percent with
the case load going up 2 percent and inflation
where I said.

Now, the only thing I want to say about the
health care debate today is this, because I know
you have to go, but I want you to think about
this. T had a doctor in my office Saturday, a
Republican from another State who has mobi-
lized hundreds and hundreds of doctors in a
professional unit. He came in and said, “I am
one of the few people in America who has actu-
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ally read your bill. And I like it.” But he said,
“You see, I don’t understand what is going on
out there.” He said, “I read all this stuff, people
that are for you, the people that are against
you, and they're saying all this that doesn’t have
anything to do with what’s going on out there
in the real world.” So without going into the
details, let me just ask you to focus on this:
Every plan proposed by anybody is a private
plan. It keeps health care providers private and
keeps insurance private, every one, including
ours.

The issue then—let’s talk about this. Which
plan would give more choice to consumers than
the others? The answer is ours would, but you
can check that out. Consumers are rapidly losing
choice in the present system. Only about one
in three workers today insured at work has any
choice at all over who the medical provider is.
Which plan would do the most to keep some
funding for the academic health centers, the
kind of centers that have made Houston the
medical capital of the United States? Of the
three major plans, ours is the only one that
attempts to do anything for these academic
health centers. Now, we have representatives
here in the audience, theyll tell you we haven’t
done enough. We can fix that. That's peanuts
in the context of the larger budget if that’s a
problem. But this is a big issue that never even
gets raised.

Which plan would cover more primary and
preventive services? You talk to anyone that runs
a hospital and theyll tell you that all of us
are paying too much for our health insurance
because the people who don’t have any coverage
only get health care when theyre too sick, it’s
too late, they show up in an emergency room,
and it costs out the wazoo, and then the hospital
has to pass the cost along to someone else.

Can you achieve the real goals for the health
care system and ever get the deficit under con-
trol—two things at once—if everybody doesn’t
have to assume some responsibility for providing
health care for themselves and for employees?
This is a tough question, not free of difficulty.
What about all the people who have part-time
workers? What about small businesses? The
problem is 70 percent of small businesses do
provide health insurance for their employees,
and their rates are 35 to 40 percent higher
than big business and Government rates. Any-
body that’s in a Federal health care plan, let
me tell you, folks, is getting a good deal now.
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Now again, I say this in the context of this
budget so that you can remember that I said
it 4 years from now. There will be no ultimate
solution to the Federal deficit until we reform
the Medicare-Medicaid expenses and get them
closer to the rate of inflation. That cannot be
done, in my opinion, having studied this for
years as a Governor who used to have to break
our budget every year on it, until there is some
system by which all Americans have access to
basic primary and preventive health care. But
we have to do it in a way that preserves what
is best about health care, which is the system
of private providers that is a shining monument
here in Houston, and to do it in a way that
overall helps the American business economy,
not hurts it.

Now, is it easy to do? No. If it was easy,
somebody would have done it already. It’s the
most complicated thing in the world. How could
it not be, it's 14.5 percent of our gross national
product. But we must address it if you wish
to solve the Federal Government’s budgetary

problems. Otherwise, you mark my words, with-
in a couple of years, youll have to give up
the space program and everything else just to
pay more for the same health care. And we
cannot do that.

So I look forward to this health care debate
in the spirit of excitement. This is important.
This is the way I felt about NAFTA. If we
can just be honest with one another and focus
on the future and work through this thing, this
is going to be one of the most exhilarating expe-
riences this country ever went through because
we're facing up to our challenges. But first we
have to keep the deficit coming down, and we
have to pass this budget. It ought not to be
a partisan issue, and I need your help to do
it.

Thank you, and bless you all.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 12:50 p.m. at the
Hyatt Regency Hotel. In his remarks, he referred
to Ken Lay, chairman, Greater Houston Partner-
ship, and professional golfer Jack Nicklaus.

Telephone Conversation With the Space Shuttle Discovery Astronauts

From Houston
February 7, 1994

The President. This is the President.

Cmdr. Charles Bolden. Yes, sir. We can hear
you very much. Welcome aboard.

The President. How are you, Commander
Bolden?

Commander Bolden. I'm doing very fine. Our
crew is hanging in there, and we’re having a
good time, enjoying it.

The President. Well, you seem to be having
a good time. You've had a perfect launch and
an exciting mission. And I want to congratulate
you.

I've just been in the simulator, and I've ap-
plied to be an astronaut, but I haven’t been
accepted yet. [Laughter]

Commander Bolden. T'm certain if you pull
a few strings there, you might be able to make
it. [Laughter]

The President. You're the only person who
has invited me to abuse my power since I've
been President. [Laughter] I want to

Commander Bolden. While we have a second,
may I introduce you to my crew?

The President. Please do.

Commander Bolden. At my right is my pilot,
Ken Reightler, who is in the United States Navy.
Behind him is Dr. Ron Sega, who is mission
specialist number two on the crew, like our
flight engineer, and he’s also one of the coprin-
cipal investigators for the Wake Shield, one of
the experiments we have on board.

Right over my head here is our guest from
Russia, Sergei Krikalev, who right now is the
second longest person to ever be in space and
has spent 5 months and 10 months on two dif-
ferent flights on Mir.

To Sergei’s left is Dr. Franklin Chang-Diaz,
originally from Costa Rica and now a full-
fledged citizen of the United States, who is on
his fourth flight.

To my left is Dr. N. Jan Davis, who has
been a prime op, our mess operator working
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the arm for this flight. I'm really fortunate to
have a great crew with me here, sir.

The President. 1 want to say especially how
proud we are to have Sergei up there, the first
Russian cosmonaut on the space shuttle. You
ought to know that Yuri Koptev, who is the
head of the Russian Space Agency, is here with
me at Mission Control as we’re speaking. So
we're all looking at all of you, Russians and
Americans together, and we like what we see.

Commander Bolden. Well, we appreciate that,
sir. And we’ve had a great time. In fact, I think
many of the things that we've done have given
us an opportunity to demonstrate that if people
decide to put their minds toward a common
goal there’s no limit to what can be done. And
we've done a little bit of that on this flight,
although it’s been frustrating to people on the
ground and up here. I think we've done a very
good job, and everybody on the ground and
here is really benefiting from what we’re doing.

The President. Well, I agree with that. And
I think we’ll look back on this as the first step
toward the kind of international cooperation we
need to build the whole space station, with Rus-
sia and Canada and Europe and Japan.

I keep coming in and out. Can you hear me
now? Can you hear me?

Commander Bolden. Yes, sir. It keeps going
in and out, but we are getting the gist of your
conversation.

The President. The American people would
be happy if they only had to listen to every
third word, too, I think. [Laughter] Sometimes
the truth is funnier than fiction, huh?

I love Dr. Davis’ hairdo. I think it will be
a rage back in America when she comes—
[Laughter].

Commander Bolden. Well, let me allow Sergei
to say a few words to you, first in Russian,
and then he’ll do the translating after that.

The President. Thank you.

[At this point, Cosmonaut Sergei Krikalev spoke
in Russian. ]

The President. Somebody has got to translate.

Cosmonaut Sergei Krikalev. 1 just am glad
for the program. I said, “I welcome aboard
space shuttle.”

The President. Thank you very much. You
know, I have here—he just gave me the trans-
lation. He translated his own Russian. One of
my goals is to have someday most Americans
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be able to do that in another language, too.
I hope we can do that.

I want to say, you know, we have the head
of NASA, Dan Goldin, here. We have Congress-
man Brooks, Congressman Brown, Congressman
Walker here. And we're all watching you with
great pride.

And T also want to say, we followed a lot
of the scientific purposes that are associated
with your mission. And I'm especially interested
in the whole issue of superconductivity, which
I think has enormous potential for drastically
changing the way we do things down here on
Earth, and a lot of the other things you're doing.

I just want to congratulate you for being up
there and for—as I said, I think this is the
first step in what will become the norm of global
cooperation in space. And when we get this
space station finished, with the contributions of
Russia, Canada, Japan, Europe, and the United
States, it'’s going to be a force for peace and
progress that will be truly historic, and you will
have played a major role in that.

Commander Bolden. Mr. President, we just
want to thank you again for joining us here
on Discovery. And we're really proud to be able
to serve the American people up here and show
what happens when you can work peacefully
together.

The President. Thank you very much. I also
want to say before I sign off how much I appre-
ciate all the crew down here, the men and
women who have worked to make your mission
a success. And again, I think I can speak for
all of us, we're going to do everything we can
to keep supporting the space program and the
space station. And I hope what America is see-
ing of you today, particularly the cooperation
between the United States and Russia in space,
which is a reflection of what we’re trying to
do here on Earth, I hope that will strengthen
the support among the American people for the
space program and the space station in par-
ticular.

Thank you so much. Were all very, very
proud of you.

Jack, do you want to say anything?

Representative Jack Brooks. 1 want to just tell
them that were awfully grateful to have
them

The President. You can only talk on this one?
Here.

Representative Brooks. Well, as a Congress-
man from this district, I'm just delighted to wel-
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come you all and congratulate you on your
achievements up there and wish you a safe re-
turn home.

The President. George, do you want to say
anything?

Commander Bolden. We thank you very
much.

The President. 1 want George Brown from
California to talk. He’s been working for this
space program for years.

Representative George Brown. Hi. It’s a great
pleasure for me to be able to personally commu-
nicate with you. I told the President that I had
communicated with Russian astronauts several
years ago and I wanted a chance to talk to
some American astronauts in space. And this
is the opportunity. We'll keep working for you.

The President. Do you want to say anything?

Commander Bolden. Well, thank you very
much, sir. And we appreciate all of your support
and hope that all of you will—[inaudible]—just
by showing your interest by being there, I'm
certain that that sends a very strong message.
We appreciate it.

The President. Well, we want this to be bipar-
tisan so I've got to get Congressman Walker
on the phone here. We can prove that Repub-
licans can talk in space. [Laughter]

Representative Robert Walker. Well, thank
you, Mr. President, I think.

I'm delighted, too, to congratulate you on
your mission. You're helping us as a nation to
understand what we can achieve in space, and
I think that that’s going to do well for the space
program in the future. So thanks very much
for all you are doing.

Administrator Daniel Goldin. Hello. T just
want to tell how proud I am. I mean, this is
the best day of my life, having the President
of the United States in our control room. Mr.
President, on behalf of NASA, its employees,
the people in space, we love you to be here,
and we’re so proud.

The President. Thank you.

Goodbye, folks. Come home to us. Bring that
hairdo home, Jan. I love it.

Mission Specialist N. Jan Davis. Tl do my
best.

The President. Youre being in a photo-op
now. You can't see that.

NOTE: The President spoke at 4:06 p.m. from Mis-
sion Control at the Lyndon B. Johnson Space Cen-
ter.

Message to the Congress Reporting Budget Rescissions and Deferrals

February 7, 1994

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, I here-
with report one revised deferral of budget au-
thority, totaling $1.6 billion, three revised rescis-
sion proposals, and 27 new proposed rescissions
of budget authority. The total of the rescission
proposals included in this special messages is
$1.6 billion. When combined with rescissions
that went to the Congress on November 1, 1993,
there are $3.2 billion in rescissions pending be-
fore the Congress.

The details of the revised deferral, which af-
fects International Security Assistance, are con-
tained in the attached report. The proposed re-
scissions affect International Security Assistance
Programs; the Departments of Agriculture, De-
fense, Energy, Housing and Urban Develop-

ment, State, Transportation, and the Treasury;
the General Services Administration; the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration; the
Board for International Broadcasting; the Na-
tional Science Foundation; and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.

WILLIAM |. CLINTON
The White House,

February 7, 1994.

NoOTE: The report detailing the proposed rescis-
sions and deferral was published in the Federal
Register on February 14.
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Remarks to General Motors Employees in Shreveport, Louisiana

February 8, 1994

The President. Thank you very much. Jack,
thank you for the introduction, even from such
a distance. You look good on this movie screen,
although it’s cut up in 16 parts. It looks like
a lot of the bills I have to deal with in Congress.
[Laughter] But you still look like a whole per-
son. I want to thank Jack Smith and my good
friend Owen Bieber. I want to thank Guy Briggs
and Steve Yokich for being here with me today.
And I want to thank all of you for welcoming
me to this plant and to the world of General
Motors.

I was delighted that people all over the coun-
try will be able to watch this in other plants.
I want to say a special word of thanks to the
people at the GM plant in Baltimore, Maryland.
I was supposed to visit them last week, and
I lost my voice after the State of the Union.
So if T had come, they might have loved it.
I couldn’t have said a word, I just would have
had to listen to them. [Laughter] But anyway,
I didn't. T also want to thank the Grambling
band for the music today. That was great, and
I thank you. What? What high school?

Audience members. Airline.

The President. Airline High School.

I'd also like to say that I've been trying to
think of a diplomatic way to ask for one of
these pickups behind me. [Laughter] I owned,
when I was a younger man and had a life,
I owned an El Camino pickup in the seventies.
It was a real sort of southern deal. I had
Astroturf in the back. [Laughter] You don’t want
to know why, but I did. And I drove it literally
until the blocks broke. I drove it until it just
wouldn’t go anymore. And you know, when I
retire maybe I can have another pickup.

I want to say a special word of thanks for
the presence here with me of some people that
are going to have to help make these health
care decisions and other decisions we're making
this year: Senator Breaux and Senator Johnston
from Louisiana, Congressman Jimmy Hayes,
Congressman Cleo Fields, Congressman Bill Jef-
ferson, and Mrs. Johnette McCrery, the wife
of Congressman McCrery; theyre all here. And
I also want to thank Lieutenant Governor
Melinda Schwegmann for joining us today. All
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of them have come to be with me, and I thank
them for that.

I want to begin by talking about a few things
besides health care just real quickly. I listened
to what was said up here on this platform before
I got here, the way that people talked about
the teamwork that you have here at this plant,
the product that you produce, the fact that
you're going to be able to sell them not only
in America but beyond America’s borders.

You know, when I was the Governor of your
neighboring State to the north, that’s what I
thought public life was about. I thought my
job was to get people together and to get things
done. I thought it was pretty simple, and I was
supposed to get people together and get things
done. And I ran for President because I looked
at Washington and I saw 12 years in which
we were coming apart when we ought to be
coming together, when I didn’t think anything
was getting done, when we quadrupled the def-
icit, had low job growth, nobody’s income was
going up, and the middle class was getting
socked. That’s what I thought was going on,
and T still believe that was what was going on.
And I ran for President because I wanted to
try to help bring the economy back, bring the
country together, and make the Government
work for ordinary people again, because I have
always believed that if you give ordinary Ameri-
cans the ability to succeed, theyll do extraor-
dinary things. I don’t think this is very com-
plicated. I think if you give people a fair shot
at the American dream, they will do extraor-
dinary things.

Thanks to the UAW and others, we made
a good beginning on that. Last year we passed
the family and medical leave law, so that work-
ers all over America could be successful workers
and good parents. They could take a little time
off if a baby was born or a parent was sick
without losing their job. In the economic plan,
we rewrote the student loan bill so that the
children of working class people can borrow
money to go to college at lower interest rates
and have longer repayment terms tied to the
jobs they have, so they won't ever be discour-
aged from going to college for fear they won’t
be able to repay their loans. And we passed
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the national service bill to give 100,000 young
people, year after next, the chance to pay off
their college education by working for their
communities to solve problems here at home,
things that help ordinary people to deal with
their lives.

We passed a bill that begins to reduce the
deficit. Next year the deficit is going to be 40
percent less than it was projected to be when
I came into office. I heard all this talk from
others about it; we did something about it. We
did it by cutting spending and by asking only
the top 1.2 percent of American earners to pay
an increase in their income tax to bring the
debt down. But look what we got for it: low
interest rates, low inflation, high investment, car
sales up, home sales up. Millions of Americans,
including people in this room, I bet, have refi-
nanced their homes in the last year. We had
1.9 million new jobs, 90 percent of them in
the private sector, not in the government, which
had provided a lot of the job growth in the
eighties—State and local government. We have
begun to turn this thing around. Now, I know
a lot of people still haven't felt it, but we are
moving in the right direction basically by putting
the people of this country first.

Yesterday I offered another budget. It elimi-
nates over 100 Government programs entirely,
cuts over 300 Government programs so we can
save the money to bring the deficit down and
to spend more on the things that count.

What are we going to spend more on?
Redoing the unemployment system to make it
a reemployment system, so people can be
trained for the jobs of the 21Ist century. We're
going to spend more helping States set up sys-
tems to move young people who don’t go to
college into jobs with 1 or 2 years of further
training, so they will be well-trained and they
can get good jobs, not dead-end jobs. That’s
worth more money.

We're going to spend more to help our
schools meet world-class standards and support
local reforms, to meet the standards that will
guarantee that when young people get out of
high school they’ll actually know enough to learn
the skills they need to know to work in places
like this. These are things that it is worth spend-
ing some more money on.

This year we're also going to move forward
on a crime bill. Most Americans, I think, have
finally become aroused at the level of violence
in this country, and theyre ready to do some-

thing about it. Last year, after 7 years of fooling
around, we finally passed the Brady bill, which
at least gives us a chance to check into the
criminal records of people who seek to buy
guns.

Let me tell you what this crime bill does.
This crime bill will say, number one, if you
commit three violent crimes, you shouldn’t be
paroled ever; “three strikes and youre out”.
Number two, this crime bill acknowledges the
fact that we actually know how to reduce the
crime rate. I came from Houston yesterday. The
crime rate in Houston today is 22 percent lower
than it was a year and a half ago; the murder
rate is 27 percent lower than it was a year
and a half ago. You know why? They put an-
other 655 police officers on the street, in the
high crime areas, working with the law-abiding
citizens who live there. They know their neigh-
bors; they know the kids. They help get the
kids out of trouble; they help get them out
of gangs and into good, productive activities.
And they are working not only to catch criminals
but to lower the crime rate. This bill would
put another 100,000 police officers on the street,
and I hope you will support it.

The last thing we're going to do in addition
to health care this year, I hope, is to continue
the work of reforming the welfare system. There
are millions of Americans trapped in welfare
who want to go to work, who want to be good
parents and good workers. Most of them are
young women with little children. Most of them
have almost no education. Most of them are
part of a 30-year decline in the American family
and in the communities they live in and the
loss of jobs. You know it as well as I do. And
many of them live and raise these children in
neighborhoods where, because the families are
weak, the communities are weak, and there
aren’t any jobs, gangs and guns and drugs and
violence have moved into the vacuum. We have
got to help them turn their lives around.

We took a big step this year. This April 15th,
when the taxes come due, 15 million working
Americans with children, who are hovering right
around the poverty line even though they work
full-time, will get a tax cut so that they will
never be encouraged to choose welfare over
work. They will choose work over welfare. The
welfare reform bill will say: We're going to give
you education and training and child support
and health care. But after 2 years, if you don’t
have a job, you've got to go to work once you
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get these services. You do it, and others should,
too.

But so many of these things we want to do—
bringing back the economy, bringing down the
deficit, reforming the health care system—re-
quire reforming the welfare system, require ad-
dressing the health care problem. And I want
to explain to you how all these things are re-
lated.

First of all, you know you've got great health
care benefits and good security, but do you
know most working people in the last several
years who have good health care benefits have
had to give up wages to keep the health care
benefits? And one reason is that General Motors
and people like you all over the country are
paying too much for your health care because
other people don’t pay anything for their health
care. So when they get it, they get it when
it’s too 1ate, too expensive, at the emergency
room. They pass the cost on to you. You know
that.

One reason people don’t leave welfare is, if
you're really poor, your children get health care
through the Medicaid program. If you take work
at an entry-level job with no health care, you've
got to stick it to your kids. You've got to give
up the health care to go to work. So you've
got this crazy system in America where you've
got working people paying income taxes who
don’t have health care for their children, and
they're paying income taxes to pay for health
care for people who don’t work. It's a crazy
system.

We're working to bring this deficit down.
You've got a base here in this area. I'm telling
you, we have cut defense a lot, but we can’t
cut defense any more and take care of this coun-
try. We are cutting it a lot. We shouldn’t cut
it any more. We have frozen domestic spending,
which means I have to cut things in order to
increase the job training programs I talked to
you about. The only thing that is increasing in
this budget is the cost of health care.

Why is it going up so much? Because we
don’t have a system in America in which every-
body is covered, in which people get primary
and preventive health care, and in which there
is some limit on how much the insurance com-
panies can do to decide who’s got insurance
and who doesn’t. It’s a terrible, terrible problem.

So all of these things we want to do. Seventy
percent of the small businesses—you will hear
a lot of talk about how my health care plan
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is unfair to small business—70 percent of the
small businesses in this country do offer health
care to their employees. And you know what?
Their premiums are 35 to 40 percent higher
than people in big business and the Government
pay because they are so small. And more of
them every month either go bankrupt or have
to give up covering their employees. One hun-
dred thousand people a month lose their health
insurance for good. Thirty-nine million Ameri-
cans every month now have no health care. And
sometime during every year, 58 million Ameri-
cans, out of a country of 250 million, 58 million
have no health care.

So all of these things are related. And I say
to you, it is time for us to listen to the enlight-
ened business leaders like Jack Smith and the
enlightened labor leaders like Owen Bieber who
say that the time has come for everybody to
take some responsibility for health care. Every-
one should have health care security that can
never be taken away, so we can control the
costs, people pay their fair share, and every fam-
ily and every child in this country has got health
care.

Let me tell you, I'm going to do something
today that violates every political poll you ever
take. Politicians in both parties have been taking
polls for years. And you know what one thing
we always find out when we take a poll is that
most Americans don’t give a riff what they are
doing in other countries. They don’t want to
hear what’s going on in other countries; they
don’t believe it. But I think General Motors
does, because you have to compete in a global
economy. It matters to you whether Japan has
a fair trade policy. It matters to you how much
health care goes in every car in Germany or
Japan, doesn’t it? So you know we have to think
about this.

Now, let me tell you something. In America,
we spent 14.5 percent of our income on health
care. In Canada they spend 10 percent. In Ger-
many and Japan, they spend under 9. There
is no evidence that we get better health out-
comes. Now, I think all of us would say, if
all that money was going to the health care
of our families and our children, to have access
to our doctors and our health care system, we
would all gladly pay it, if that’s what it was
going to. But it isn’t.

We're paying more than anybody else, and
most of the difference is going to pay for paper-
work, bureaucracy, and rulemaking, because this
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is the only country in the world with an ad-
vanced economy that doesn’t provide some
health care for everybody and permits itself to
spend another dime on the dollar for paperwork,
bureaucracy, and rulemaking; because we've got
1,500 separate health insurance companies writ-
ing thousands and thousands of different poli-
cies, charging old people more than young peo-
ple, and saying who cannot get health insurance.
We ought to stop it.

Let me tell you something. If you work here
and you've got a kid with asthma, you've still
got a health insurance policy because your com-
pany gives you a health insurance policy that
doesn’t eliminate you for what’s called pre-
existing conditions. But I got a letter from Jea-
nette Windham of Shreveport, and 1 had her
come to the airport to meet me last night, a
woman who works for an insurance company,
who had a brain aneurism. Her doctor said she
was totally healed, she was just fine, everything
was all right, and she works for a company that
allegedly has no preexisting conditions, and they
still won't give her health insurance. There are
people like that all over the country.

What if you had a dream of starting a small
business and you were willing to risk giving up
working here with all the security that it has?
If you had a sick kid and you did that, you
couldn’t insure your family. There are millions
of Americans today—listen to this—there are
81 million Americans, in a country of 250 mil-
lion, who either have the worker or somebody
in the family has once been sick. And as a
result of that, they’re either paying higher insur-
ance premiums, or they don’t have health insur-
ance, or they can never change the job they
have. They can’t hope to move up because if
they move up, theyll lose their health insurance.
I'm telling you, we can do better than that.
All these other countries we compete with, that
put less money in health care in a car than
we have to, are still solving those problems.
I'm tired of hearing we can’t solve those prob-
lems. I believe we can, and the time has come
to do it.

On Monday I was in Houston, and I went
to a party of children with cancer and their
parents, little kids fighting for their lives. And
I looked out there in that sea of parents, so
grateful to be in Houston, which is the largest
medical center in America, having access to
wonderful care. But a bunch of them were
scared to death because they were part of the

three out of four of American families that have
lifetime limits on their policies. You don’t have
that, thank goodness. But what if you did?
They're sitting there thinking, “My kid’s got care
today, but what's going to happen when I hit
the lifetime limits? Will I go bankrupt? Will
something happen to the care?” Other countries
don’t do that. I think we can do better.

I could give you so many examples of this.
And most of the propaganda youre going to
hear—I had a doctor in my office Saturday who
said to me, he said, “Mr. President,” he said,
“I'm a Republican. I have organized hundreds
of doctors in a group to practice medicine. I
have made more money than I ever dreamed.
And I showed up here to tell you, I want to
try to pass health care reform. I hear all these
attacks on your program. Why, the people who
are saying it don’t have any idea what theyre
talking about, what medicine’s really like out
there in America. Most workers don’t have a
choice of doctors anymore.”

You know, you've got three choices in your
health care plan. My plan gives people three
choices. You know, more than half the Ameri-
cans don’t have those choices anymore in their
health care plan. I'm telling you, folks, when
we go back to work in the Congress, I want
you to help us pass this health care reform plan.
I want you to urge the Members of Congress
to debate all the tough issues. There are some
hard questions, and T'll tell you what they are
in a minute. There are some hard questions.
But we have got to stop making excuses for
ourselves and why we can’t do it. If we don’t
do something to control health care costs, it’s
going to cost every American working family
another $600 a year by the end of this decade.
We cannot continue to do what we are doing.

I got a letter from a woman from Louisiana
that came to see me yesterday at the airport
whose husband came down with lung cancer,
and they wouldn’t even treat him because he
didn't have health insurance. They wouldn’t
even treat him. And he died in 5 weeks. How
would you feel if that was one of your family?
How would you feel?

You know, I got a letter from a man from
Shreveport who came out to meet me named
Don Marks. He’s a sales representative. He pays
for his own health insurance. His wife got sick.
His deductible went from $250 to $2,500,
$2,500. He had a $120 a month drug bill that

wasn’t covered.
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Other countries cover prescription medicine
for everybody. And if you have it, you know
that a lot of people stay out of the hospital
and cost the system less if they can get proper
medication, especially true for older people. If
our seniors had access to properly prescribed
prescription drugs, their hospital bills would be
lower. It would cost you less in maintaining the
health system. But people don’t want to put
up the up-front cost because the way it works
now, it doesn’t come out of insurance premiums.
The Government picks up the tab, or somebody
else picks up the tab. It gets bumped along.
We can do better than this. We can do better
than this.

You know, here I am at this plant, a world-
class plant, the world’s biggest company. Do you
believe for a minute that you would be as pro-
ductive as you are if you had a lousy health
care policy and you had to worry about your
kids every day on the job?

Audience members. No-0-o0!

The President. You wouldn’t, would you? Yes,
it costs some money, but you wouldn't do as
good a job as you do.

All over America, we are paying today for
the fact that we can’t figure out what every
other advanced country’s figured out how to do:
how to provide basic health care security that
can never be taken away. And I think it’s time
to do it.

Our plan does it by building on what works
now. One of the things that you'll be hearing
about—I get tickled; I read these ads of these
folks that are so desperate to keep the system
we have now, and they say, “Oh, the President
wants to have the Government take over the
health care system.” It isnt true. What the
President wants to do is to keep the system
we've got now and give it to everybody: guaran-
teed private health insurance, private doctors,
private providers, a private system. That’s what
I want, and that’s what our bill would require.
Our approach guarantees people the right to
choose their health care plan. Like I said, you've
got three choices in your plan. That's what our
plan does. Most American workers don’t have
three choices anymore, and you know it as well
as I do.

So what is this big myth that were doing?
And a lot of the plans competing with us would
drive workers down to one choice, the least
expensive HMO. That may be a good plan. A
lot of these HMO’s give great care at low cost,
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but one of the reasons is they have some com-
petition, they have an incentive to do it. So
if you have a choice, you will be more likely
to choose that and have good quality health
care. Our approach protects the early retirees
and finds a way to help companies pay for it
to spread the cost of that, to make General
Motors, our steel companies, a lot of our other
companies far more competitive.

Our approach reinvests savings from the
Medicare program into drug benefits and long-
term care benefits for elderly people. It doesn’t
just take them away the way some others do.
And our approach completely outlaws insurance
company discrimination. Others say, “Well, we
make insurance companies cover everybody.”
Yes, well, you can get insurance now; we have
universal access now if you've got $10,000 or
$15,000. There’s universal access to this truck,
but only people with the money can pay it,
right? There’s universal access to the truck right
now, right? So don’t fall for all this rhetoric
about universal access. Everybody in America
has access to this truck right here. But they
can’t make it.

Our approach says it is wrong to charge old
people more than young people for health care
just because theyre older. Look, the number
of young people is going down; the number
of old people is going up. People are going
to want to work longer. The fastest growing
group of Americans are people over 80—Iin-
audible]. We cannot afford to set up a system
where people can’t afford to hire older workers.
We can’t do it. We need it for America’s pro-
ductivity. We have got to have that.

So this is really not about whether we're going
to put the Government in charge of health care.
The Government is involved in health care.
That's what the Medicare program is all about,
and most of you would hang me from the high-
est tree if you thought we were going to repeal
it, wouldn’t you? I mean, right? It’s not about
that. The Government is involved in health care.
Our plan does not put the Government in con-
trol of health care. What it does is to reduce
the control of the insurance companies and give
more influence to workers and businesses. That’s
what our plan does. And that's what I think
we ought to do.

Now, let’s face facts. There are some tough
choices. If you have 39 million people without
any health insurance and you're going to require
people who are working who have no health
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insurance and their businesses to pay, well,
theyre going to be paying something they
weren’t paying. And then if you have to find
a way to cover the people who aren’t working
but who aren’t poor enough to be on Medicaid,
we have to find some money for that. So it’s
not easy.

How do we propose to pay for it? We believe
the fairest way is to ask every employer and
every employee without health insurance to
make some contribution. We think that’s fair.
We know that small businesses have a tougher
time, and there are limits on how much small
businesses can pay under our plan. We under-
stand that. That is the most controversial issue.
But I don’t see how you can possibly cover
everyone unless you are going to tax people
who are already paying too much for their
health care to pay for people who ought to
be paying something, or unless you require them
to cover themselves.

Now, I think that’s the fairest way to do it.
And if you don’t cover everybody—you heard
Mr. Smith say it—if you don’t find a way to
cover everybody, General Motors will repeatedly
be paying too much because the people that
don’t have health insurance will get health care
when it’s too late and too expensive. Theyll
show up at the emergency room, theyll show
up at the hospital, and then the cost will be
passed on to you. And meanwhile, untold misery
will be reaped in the lives of people all across
the country. But now, that is a tough issue.
And that is the toughest issue.

What should the benefits be? Our bill pre-
scribes the benefits. And they are similar to
the ones you have. We emphasize preventive
care so people can get annual checkups and
things like that. Other approaches say, well, let
somebody else decide the benefits. I don’t be-
lieve the only choice in this country for workers
who have no health care should be the least
expensive. HMO because if that’s true, they
won’t have the competition necessary to main-
tain high-quality care. So I think we should have
choices in the benefit package.

I don’t think that we can do it without lim-
iting the payroll contributions that some small
businesses have to pay and that others should
pay. And I don’t believe we can do it without
giving small business the power to band together
so they can buy insurance on terms as good
as General Motors or the Federal Government

can buy it. They've got a legitimate gripe there.
And we're trying to address that.

But what I want you to know most of all
is, most of what you hear in this debate is about
a world that doesn’t exist. They say, “Oh, Bill
Clinton is going to take choices away.” That’s
not true. We're going to guarantee more choices
to most workers. You've got three choices today.
Most workers don’t, and you know it. So don’t
let people put that kind of smoke out there.
They are saying we are getting the Government
into health care. That's not true. We’re moving
the insurance companies out of the driver’s seat
and letting the people and the businesses have
more influence. And that's what we ought to
do.

Look, I know there’s a lot of money in this.
And there are a lot of good people who work
for those companies. But you just have to ask
yourself whether we can afford to continue to
spend 40 percent more than everybody else and
not cover everybody. You're going to hear how,
well, inflation in health care costs has gone way
down because of the competition. It has; it goes
down every time there’s a serious threat to re-
form the health care system. And you let them
kill my bill and you watch what happens to
medical inflation for the rest of this century.
It will go right back up again, just like it has
every time in the last 50 years as soon as the
interest groups could kill a serious plan at health
care reform.

Folks, we have involved hundreds and hun-
dreds and hundreds of doctors and nurses and
business people and even folks from the insur-
ance industry in trying to put this plan together.
Is it perfect? Of course not. Is it complicated?
It has to be; this is 14 percent of our income.
How many of you have complicated health care
circumstances? This is a complicated issue. But
the basic issue is simple: Should every family
have health insurance that can never be taken
away? Should we keep the great American sys-
tem of private health care providers and even
private insurance? Should we make sure that
we do what we can to emphasize primary and
preventive care? And should we pay for it by
asking people who don’t pay anything to pay
something for their own health care?

You know how other plans pay for covering
people without insurance? They want to t